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DEPOSITEO BY THE 
LNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 


MONDAY, AUGUST 4, 1958 


Unitep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 
F-39, the Capitol, Hon. Dennis Chavez (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Chavez, Hayden, Robertson, Stennis, Syming- 
ton, Saltonstall, Young, Knowland, and Dworshak. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 


STATEMENTS OF COOPER P. BENEDICT, ACTING ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PROPERTIES AND INSTALLATIONS) ; 
EDWARD J. SHERIDAN, DIRECTOR OF CONSTRUCTION, OFFICE 
OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (P. AND I.); 
WILLIAM HOLADAY, DIRECTOR OF GUIDING MISSILES; JOHN 
H. ARRINGTON, CHIEF, FAMILY HOUSING DIVISION, OASD 
(P. AND I.); MAJ. GEN. ROBERT S. MOORE, USA, SPECIAL 
ASSISTANT TO THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE; 
AND MAJ. GEN. K. R. BARNEY, DIRECTOR OF INSTALLATIONS, 
OFFICE OF DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS 


HOUSE REDUCTION 


SENATOR CHavez. The committee will come to order. 

This morning we will start consideration of H. R. 13489, the military 
construction appropriation bill for 1959. The budget estimates con- 
tain requests for $1,730,653,000. The House has reduced the appro- 
priation requested to $1,218,815,000, a reduction of $511,838,000. 

Mr. Benedict, we will be glad to hear your presentation. 

Mr. Benepicr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
before starting, I would like to say that I have on my right, Mr. 
Holaday, Director of Guided Missiles, in case there should be questions 
in that rather technical field. 

I have a comprehensive statement which I will be happy to submit 
for the record. I have, also, a shorter one. I will be glad to go 
ahead with either one of them. 

Senator Cuavez. I think you may proceed with the longer one. 
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Mr. Benepicr. Thank you, sir. If there are questions that you 
would like cleared up as I go along, please feel free to interrupt. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Benepicr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it 
is a privilege to appear before you on behalf of the Department of 
Defense in connection with the military construction appropriation 
for fiscal year 1959. 

Before proceeding with the details of our program, I should like to 
thank this committee for the prompt response to our request for the 
supplemental fiscal year 1958 appropriation which was provided by 
Public Law 85-322. The availability of those funds early this year 
has enabled us to expedite an important increment of our construc- 
tion program. Contract advertisement has already gotten underway 
for the projects covered by Public Law 85-322, and by the end of 
August we expect that approximately $330 million of these projects 
will have been advertised for bid, and that construction contracts 
covering this work, totaling $305 million, will have been awarded. 


FISCAL YEAR 1959 APPROPRIATION REQUEST 


The Department of Defense military construction appropriation re- 
quest for fiscal year 1959 totals $1,730,653,000, and consists of the 
following separate appropriations: 


Military construction: 


PO os hE Oe Salto. ee cee ssc _.. $340, 900, 000 
prmert S05 hk dads 2 S55 De = as SENS 360, 253, 000 
Air Force_ ; Bie Foy ee ee a ee 991, 900, 000 
Naval Reserve forces _ - ee BT ee eS Ea. Lp thames. _& 8, 000, 000 
Air National Guard, Air Poree......2-... Sra eee 2 eg a 9, 600, 000 


I a a ee ee a 20, 000, 000 


Mt a0k - Beh sition dp i SLs Eee 1,7 7 30, 653, 000 
Separate funding programs outlining the specific projects to be 
financed from these appropriations have been prepared. These pro- 
grams exceed, by approximately 14 percent, the fiscal year 1959 ap- 
propriations requested for each Department. You will recall that, in 
past years, our funding programs exceeded the amount of funds re- 
quested by a considerably larger percentage. We believe that a 14- 
percent differential between the funds and the program will offer the 
minimum flexibility for proper management and economical execution 
of the construction involved. This 14-percent differential consists of 
projects which will be available for ee in the event de- 
lays, such as field-site difficulties or real-estate acquisition problems, 
occur in any part of the overall fise i year 1959 construction program. 
Such flexibility is needed in order to assure continuous work progress 
and to avoid loss of time during the best working seasons. Our ex- 
perience in previous years’ programs indicates that such flexibility is 
necessary if work is to proceed satisfactorily without interruption and 
extra contract costs. 


COMPOSITION OF FUNDING PROGRAMS 


In order to summarize and better illustrate the composition of our 
funding programs, the following tabulation is provided: 


| 
| 
| 








ener men 


ete 
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{In millions] 








Amount of | Amount of 
new fiscal prior years’ | Total fiscal | Total fiscal | Difference 
year 1959 authorization} year 1959 year 1959 between 
Appropriation authorization! contained in funding jappropriation| program and 
| contained in funding program request appropriation 
| funding program request 
program 
Military construction: 
PE lciwaaseniidise ond bemgeckis | $317 $70 $387 | $341 $46 
RO Sh sod td lagna | 294 119 413 360 53 
IT ee | 913 218 1, 131 | 992 139 
Naval Reserve - -- a BE iccwoned aobbdeney 11 8 3 
Air National Guard, Air Force __| Ei ciecadsnces tainted | 12 | 10 2 
ee FD lonnteicumpenes 20 | Se foccecccmkounas 
i eaccwAedlcutadndnbals 1, 567 | 407 1, 974 | 1, 731 243 
i | 











As indicated by this tabulation, our three largest funding programs 
request committee clearance for— 
(a) Projects authorized in prior years which still remain 
unfunded; and 
(6) Projects for which new authorization has been requested 
in our fiscal year 1959 authorization bill (H. R. 13015). As this 
new authorization constitutes the major portion of these funding 
programs, I should like to outline the manner in which the 
facilities comprising this fiscal year 1959 authorization were 
planned, reviewed, and finally selected, after repeated screening, 
as the projects necessary to support verified military operational 
requirements. 


DEVELOPMENT AND REVIEW OF THE FISCAL YEAR 1959 CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


After their initial planning and preparation at the respective Army, 
Navy, and Air Force bases, the projects comprising the fiscal year 
1959 military construction authorization program were consolidated 
and screened by the various intermediate commands within each 
department. Following this, these projects were again reviewed at 
the headquarters of the three respective departments, before transmit- 
tal to the Secretary of Defense. 

After receipt in my office, each item was individually and specifically 
examined, in order to assure that the facilities being requested were 
strictly limited only to those definitely required to properly support 
the missions assigned to our military forces. Particular care was 
taken to verify that those projects selected for inclusion in the author- 
ization bill were needed to support long-term future objectives, 
military plans, and force levels. 

We are well aware that heavy expenditures for new weapons will 
create a tremendous financial burden for the next several years. For 
this reason, new fiscal year 1959 authorization projects were strictly 
limited to those for which a compelling military necessity exists. 
Projects which were merely desirable, but not essential, were elimi- 
nated. Moreover, those projects selected for inclusion in the author- 
ization bill were each scrutinized from the standpoint of size, cost, 
location, and proper designs. Uniform space and design criteria were 
applied throughout the three departments. 

Questionable projects were discussed in detail with the respective 
service representatives, and this year, as a result of our Department 
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of Defense review and screening procedures, the programs submitted 
by all of the departments were received from their original total of 
$2,248 million to an approved total of $1,694,160,000. Then the 
Bureau of the Budget conducted a still further review, during which 
the program was further reduced to $1,684,361,000, which is the 
amount of new authorization requested in the fiscal year 1959 author- 
ization bill. From this amount, we have selected projects that should 
be placed under construction during fiscal year 1959, and it is these 
items, totaling $1,567 million, which comprise the new authorization 
portion of our 3 largest funding programs. 


TOTAL AUTHORIZATION 


Senator Cuavez. Was that what they granted? You requested 
that amount on the new authorization. What does the bill contain? 
What is the authorization amount? 

Mr. Benepict. $1,567 million is the new authorization. 

Senator Cuavez. So that that is a little less than your request? 

Mr. Benepicr. The appropriation is a little less than the request 
for authorization; yes, sir. 

The remaining projects in these 3 funding programs, which total 
$407 million, consist principally of items selected from prior years’ 
authorization on which construction has been delayed. Due to their 
postponement, the need for certain of these prior years’ projects has 
now become more urgent. Careful study has been devoted to the 
division of fiscal year 1959 funds so as to assure continued progress 
on both prior authorization, and on new projects that must be provided 
to support the new weapons and advanced technology of our military 
forces. In order that the necessary limitations in our expenditures 
will not create unacceptable delays in new projects for missile support, 
dispersion, and other major operational requirements, the projects 
to be funded in fiscal year 1959 have been very carefully chosen. 


DELAYED PROJECTS 


Senator Cuavez. Mr. Benedict, at the start of that paragraph you 
say that the remaining projects which total a certain amount have 
been delayed. What brought about the delay? 

Mr. Benepict. Mr. Chairman, on that it is the steps taken in 
working out the program. We never quite construct within a fiscal 
year everything that was authorized for that fiscal year. There is a 
carryover at the beginning and it carries over at the end. It is a 
continual process. 

As you know, about a year ago construction was held up somewhat 
out of consideration of the overall national ec onomy. 

Senator Cuavez. All right. Proceed. 


ACTION BY HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 


Mr. Benepict. In their action on our funding programs, the House 
Committee on Appropriations recommended the deletion of projects 
totaling $375 million. Each of those projects has been carefully 
reexamined and, as a result, we have withdrawn items totaling $33 
million, which will be deferred. 

Senator Youna. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 





| 
| 
) 
' 
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Senator CHAvEz. Yes. 

Senator Youna. Do you describe later in your statement the items 
which are deleted? 

Mr. Benepictr. Not in detail. I have a list here. It is hard to 
classify them, Senator. There are all kinds of items. I can read 
some samples, if you like. 


LIST OF DELETED PROJECTS 


Senator Cuavez. Will you insert in the record the list of items 
that make up the $375 million? 

Mr. Benepict. Yes, sir. 

(The list referred to follows:) 


SuMMARY OF AcTION TAKEN By House APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ON THE 
FiscaL YEAR 1959 Minirary CoNsTRUCTION APPROPRIATION REQUEST 


Army 


[Note.—The Army has prepared detailed reclama on each of the items below] 











Base | Line items deleted Cost 
obistiandiad Recitals ele tieteeemioteaagaaaie ¥ iiaeaienee sionissoneniacnbitipens aha eda 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md-_-._-.--..---.- 3 a men’s barracks and supporting $2, 697, 000 

Juildings. 
Blue Grass Ordnance Depot, Ky_.....-.----- Ammunition maintenance facility..........- 509, 000 
i ee” a ae Command headquarters building. .._....-- 5, 666, 000 
White Sands Missile MNO, « osc cinccecmes SOI a ce ee 265, 000 
| Bachelor officers’ quarters.-_................. 484, 000 
CONG 0 os 8 cdc k caso cnccccsanedaeeiond 254, 000 
Wingate . e ance Depot, N. Mex......---- | Ammunition maintenance facility--_......_- 632, 000 
THE BGs VO < cncccdnabinabnebeadienciaeua PORES CINE ons cntckccdsarcetcmedes 3, 410, 000 
Bachelor officers’ quarters.-_...............-- 268, 000 
OEE PE, WOES oc icinccccecticcccnconseo’ We icccobmehcnsacts cc tee nesmuhen 40, 000 
Be, ee 3 oe men’s barracks and supporting 2, 782, 000 
uildings. 
be 8 B.S Sn Seer | | Post engineer building. ..................... 132, 000 
Army Map Service, RO ee ee ee | Cartographic engineer building--._.......--- 1, 913, 000 
Cold Regions Le abor: story, NN. H......: asucunl SMOORDEET DUNENEN. ==... cscscdcapueeascie 1, 291, 000 
SI, WIR «cn ickenclcanlunnc tribunals Headquarters building______- iiateansaion 744, 000 
| 3 barracks and supporting buildings kocsis 2, 706, 000 
Fitzsimons Hospital, Colo...............---- | — men’s barracks and supporting 862, 000 
buildings. 
Walter Reed Hospital, Washington, D. o..| No a a ee 2, 242, 000 
PRG G 14s Dicéwadtencctauiancchnaaneaee Bachelor officers’ quarters (nurses) .......---. 746, 000 
Enlisted men’s barracks (medical) - .....---- 762, 000 
2 enlisted men’s barracks and supporting 2, 241, 000 
buildings. 
Cate DONG, TOs oe ee 1 SON acidic anni etn mahal tla 1, 920, 000 
Be a | 354, 000 
| Family housing. ---- scan tata es tei atc aaa 1, 080, 000 
ONE BR) EP cscncngettuncieanseciineats | & battalion Glagmrooms... . ....4.20<<+<---...--- 329, 000 
| Battalion headquarters building-..........-- 59, 000 
WOES BEOUID, ING i ieccntnniicccccake ae ell, ee 4, 000 
| Bachelor officers’ quarters (nurses) -.-.-..---- 48, 000 
Pt. Re een ee ay: | Enlisted men’s barracks_. aE ee ne $584, 000 
— helor officers’ quarters “(nurses) ak coda 660, 000 
| POI OUI 6 oo oie esse creenndennsneneen 605, 000 
fy ES TE AES 389, 000 
te Ge, TAN = oes ccncenkescecncceus De I RN ancien incandescent 502, 000 
aS Be Gs AEN «oo Ske cacdcwaceceunanaal a sietedbenna edad 3, 331, 000 
Fort Rucker, Ala............................| Enlisted men’s barracks.._.......... Seiad | 1, 846, 000 
Be Er RR a asta aortckcrteeh sea adi aialenSies | Academie building and support--.-.....-..-- | 2, 544, 000 
OG I bd tenicciéueceedsestemes ..--| 13 laboratory buildings___- aa 4, 996, 000 
| 2 administration and classroom buildings. 2, 932, 000 
Fort Oarsonm, Colo. ............ cieeceeaeebdnch Bh ee ee 161, 000 
Regimental headquarters building. --._-.._-- 171, 000 
Fort Benjamin Harrison, Ind_..._...........| Consolidated enlisted men’s mess_-..-......-- 661, 000 
ok, i ea Se ee 25, 000 
Fort Leavenworth, Kans__....-- Sencnieipdntntet _.| Enlisted men’s barracks...............--.--- 713, 000 
en es, WE on gctcnkdnsecsaccabataue | Post engineer maintenance shop-.-.-- Ces 826, 000 
Pee GG SI Sdicoinmacndcchessiesisahuns 2 enlisted men’s barracks and support_.._._- 2, 037, 000 
| Commissary - sae a kehcindegaiesoiaiienions 836, 000 
Camp Desert Rock, Nev--...................| Barracks, bachelor officers’ "quarters and | 2, 619, 000 
support. 
U. 8. Military Academy..........-..-------- Cp NRL 5k. siciceacaciancnieease | 1, 000, 000 
CN SRN c.g tc ntticccanuestomaackiadad 420, 000 


Fort Richardson, Alaska.................-.- Weta. nscavebnininkekeknesdandided 523, 000 
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Army—Continued 




















Base Line items deleted | Cost 

| oe Seienmethecal L Sasllleeiendicdiidadiceabie ticistneedicoes 

at ee ee a ey | 
SI he Bs a cack ccacec seen nene | Warehouse and shop. ..--...-...---...------ $2, 795, 000 
i RII MN aa sects tlh lneesitaiain 2, 578, 000 
Kawaihoe Harbor, T. H._..--.-------------- | EA MIE on.ourvctndinn cnt dardetunetss 86, 000 
cn | Security facility.............-...-.-.-......- | 405, 000 
SRR aE ES DUA ae 4, 635, 000 
Tactical facilities (surface to air)...........-- | Lump-sum reduction........................ 5, 000, 000 
General support programs_-__.......-....---- Lawes Dik cana dik te eat eee aiawde hen 955, 000 
ee eee ce bank idu dd ceueagt See bee meted he msbalie ue ceeie 80, 075, 000 


| 





Navy 


[NotE.—The Navy has decided to withdraw from their program those items which are marked with an 


asterisk in the above list. These items withdrawn total $8,549,000. Reclama have been prepared on the 
balance of the items.] 














Base } Line items deleted Cost 

I sd ceenacle r Barrack, messhall, and heating plant_._...--! $2, 650, 000 
2. Sk Se eae Bniisted mens’ Glab..................2..-. : 661, 000 
I I a nc Sle etegece ns f ER iin tackncoatecaruanealakedewamaa 2, 546, 000 
NAAS Meridian, Miss_..........--....-- gl SNES cuicnkut anna wasn dabeladeadetenen q 4, 109, 000 
| *1, 313, 000 

TI i nis cwnne mig cwngnteiimndm 169, 000 

ee Bee SEs PRs ons x6ccaces aia otha wnualomedaet sc Remasees *25, 000 
I cial Rehabilitation building No. 77.....--- itaceal *88, 000 
mae mervey Ft., N. O_......-........ a ee uieae 4, 830, 000 
1, 500, 000 

NAS aeeeeere, a ss dea Miia ice Ne teeth sce iris acnincidse Xcsenodeliecatremmmimasaen | *2, 000, 000 
meoae Now River, N. O...............-- oo Rg uticwacteninittceacghatcctiepam aceon | *104, 000 
Se SOR ROR. CII oso d occ acacacastsooesl i cetithbtihaii dial cuclctscht tical ak fill sine ais *289, 000 
Dene ceemsven, PO.................. sens a escnce eine na aati aime i armeneioaie 111, 000 
NAMTC Pt. Mugu, Calif, (Camp Cooke) -| Barracks and bachelor officers’ quarters. --_-- 817, 000 
NAF Towers Field, Andrews AFB, Md_..-| Runway at NAS Patuxent River, Md_----- 4, 307, 000 
| OS See pI ore ncanandasbntwsedewoue aie *3, 660, 000 
Ne Ne a amemeas EER it SE eS *29, 000 
ici a enn Rehabilitate and improve steam facilities + 1, 877, 000 
MCRD Parris Island, 8. C......-..---.-.--- I ao oc csioghaic rs x axes ac mabe stsbiceence nets 1, 501, 000 
pp Be OS Se | ees Barracks, Camp DelMar.-..................- | 2, 258, 000 
MCRD San Diego, Calif...................- oe ere oe ei aa caida aduininies *1, 041, 000 
APL Howard County, Md-_-..-.--.--.-..--- Burner laboratory building-.............--- 1, 452, 000 
Bsa ica bet nc oh cca pink oo esinine 107, 000 

a sg coccinea Si a I dutiweede | 2, 000, 000 
eens nae. TT... 5.4.5. sinial RONNIE EOD QNOUE no scicnd ne ceccccve 1, 368, 000 
I cei meth Academic and Administration Building--_-__- 4, 643, 000 
Pepe BNO, CORT oo cc icncencencecuss< Communications School..................--- 4, 199, 000 
Dire mee eeteene, BAG... .. 5. neneccncconcens Replacement of hospital facilities ‘ 7, 788, 000 
III oi cr ch on ancoeedaieecdnaesus Emergency construction --_.............--..-.- 1, 000, 000 
I PN ith asin aden at miaciens asa kee bk duateha acted 1, 193, 000 
A a err el ed laa Sancsiidasepsieamnanbe cagle Reap oadabbes ase ete ca is eee le 58, 322, 000 








| 


SN 


: 
: 
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Air Force 


{Note.—The Air Force has decided to withdraw from their program those items which are marked with 


an asterisk in the list below. 
the balance of the items.] 


i 


Ethan Allen AFB 
Kinross AFB 


Niagara Falls AFB 
Truax Field 


TU OP a a 
Richards-Gebaur AFB 
CONE I Bbc vic a cccenncnntomantoeniae 
Selfridge AFB 

Sioux City 


Memphis General De pot 
Olmsted AFB - 


Tinker AFB ____- 
Wright-Patterson AFB 


i 4 eee 
Kirtland AFB-.--..-..--.-- 
Indian Springs AFB 
Lowry AFB 
McConnell AFB 


Nellis AFB_.-.-- as 
James Connelly A Pe 
Sheppard AFB ; 


Brooks AFB__--- 
Andrews AFB. 
McGuire AFB 
Ellsworth AFB-_. 
Castle AFB 


Westover AFB 
Biggs AFB 
Forbes AFB 
Hunter AFB_-. 
Schilling AFB 
Pease AFB 
Lockbourne 
Offutt AFB 


AFB 


Cannon AFB........... ; 


Myrtle Beach AFB-. 


Turner AFB... 


Sewart AFB-_.-- 
Langley AFB_. 
Webb AFB 
Sundance AFS-.- 
Hastings AFS-. 


Philadelphia area 
Ballistic missiles 
Ladd AFB 

Lajes AFB _- 
Kindley AFB 
Hickam AFB... 
Yokota AB 


These items withdrawn total $24,106,000, 


| Officers’ quarters, men__-- 


Line items deleted 


Bae a iit ik cai edie ita aaa 
Dormitory (modification) 
Auto maintenance shop 
DO Ne on iccncanecusdbamindcnsuanied 
Shop, refueling 


LE storage shed_____...... Pa ET 


eT I i svissindaicemeaibimeaneannmell 
pp a ae eet 
Open mess, noncommissioned officers’ 
Removal of building. ............-- 

fo ft eee ane 
Electrical, alternating current outlets 
Store, commissary 
..do 

Hospital 
os <sfe oui 
Dormitories, 


airmen 


Depot modification 
Civilian dispensary 
Military dispensary Eee be 
Shop, armanent/electronic (modifies ition). 
Academic training facilities 


Parachute and dinghy shop_._............- | 


Base warehouse 


Body-fluid laboratory..................... a 
IE shop 
5 ttn dia rba malta’ 
Dormitory --_-- 
Various facilities 
Apron, operational 
Commissary 
de... 02.5. stk nebaieionmimiatuieaneien 
Parallel runway -- 
Officers’ quarters, me n. 
Service club-_-- 
SP MN keen bacachokeenoucueh 
Dining hall, airmen 
Parallel runway - 
Maintenance shop, ‘aircraft 
Commissary 
Ss 
Officers’ quarters _. 
Dormitory, airmen 
Commissary. 
Dormitories, airmen. 
Open mess, officers’ - 
Officers’ swimming pool_- 
Theater ; ‘ 
Water supply. 
Primary runway. 
Runway extension. -_- 
Apron, operational. -..........- 
Jet fuel storage ‘ 
Land, easement NOMNON S22. Ska iis cas 
Land, easement —_ -of-way 


| Utilities 


| Recreat ion fieldhouse 


Commissary - - .-. 
Exchange store 
Open mess, noncommissioned officers’ 
iiecis 
Open mess, officers’ - 
Dormitory, airmen. aa 
Open mess, noncommissioned officers’ 
Dining halls, airmen-2 
Dining hall, airmen 
Various facilities - - -- 
SAGE facilities 
Family housing 
Various facilities. -- 
Family housing - 
Various facilities - --. 
.do_. 


Dormitory, airmen_- 

Auto maintenance shop- 
Officers’ quarters, men -- 
Cold storage 


Cost 





Reclama have been prepared on 


$2, 889, 000 


990, 
267, 
79. 
105, 
63, 
93, 


290, 


010, 
724. 


740, 


203 


000 
600 
000 
000 
000 
000 


, 000 
250, 
285, 
220, 

26, 
153, 
308, 


000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 


, 000 
, 464, 
448, 
218, 
, 063, 
, 400, 
209, 
509, 
*500, 
268, 
344, 
505, 


000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 


*5, 000, 000 
*1, 858, 000 


316, 
313, 


000 
000 


3, 500, 000 


366, 
618, 
930, 
440, 


000 
000 
000 
000 


10, 389, 000 


250, 


000 


*310, 000 


*395, 


000 


1, 222, 000 


449, 
400, 


000 
000 


1, 700, 000 


noe 


619, 


000 


*160, 000 


-_ 


*4, 
90, 


~ 


340, 
683, 
115, 
, 523, 
623, 

99, 

12, 

20, 
279, 
231, 
309, 
198, 
150, 
142, 
837, 
416, 
997, 
591, 
983, 
, 767, 000 

505, 
, 657, 
459, 
565, 
000, 
1, 145, 
2, 000, 


TRS 
752 


187 


000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 


000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 


, 000 
400, 


000 


, 000 
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Air Force—Continued 





[Note—The Air Force has decided to withdraw from their program those items which are marked with 
an asterisk in the list below. These items withdrawn total $24, 106,000. Reclama have been prepared on 


the balance of the items.] 











Base Line items deleted Cost 
Sees aL iitien bv eeeginien oa pees és i pacinctctietieanncin ete snn $4, 900, 000 
= *6, 958, 000 
SE UONECES BPE... ecco cc ccsckaveccas) WME OM ccc s cecnmdew-nsctsecqecnces 5 758, 000 
School, dependents’ elementary - --.....---.-- 338, 000 
Electric power (reduction in cost) ....-...--- 382, 000 
ici oa wake set I so een 12, 926, 000 
NI WR en he sn | Shop, aircraft maintenance..............---- 305, 000 
RN dee ag ha eer ney crassa nphinanencr 1, 100, 000 
es | dn eibanneeie 975, 000 
IE NR IN inhi ccs cmrenechimeeieees 1, 001, 000 
Recreation gymnasium...............------- *512, 000 
NE ana a oat ee nates dewe baat’ Saree ee ic kone dkeichacsanplewsonaudal *448, 000 
EY REISE SEES SEE ome se: Nii chitin aie meni 185, 000 
I SAID Ss On ca eenehaniee Open mess, noncommissioned officers’ _------ 204, 000 
I lena ee a ainicenckuiaccmiatnteen’ a aN adihdeniais xthicckicnabie sen 105, 000 
CN IN III os a iesdhideibiicncankinenes 195, 000 
I oS Sr a ee SE I os ry Sa Wauionanwaiwae 2, 224, 000 
a Earn 500, 000 
A ln i crerccs oka 125, 000 
is ae a ek ee a a ceca 3, 336, 000 
a a ee 125, 000 
Open mess, noncommissioned officers’ __---_- 177, 000 
Cree SE GUINOOND ooo Sccteiwuncccucuen ve 142, 000 
Ramore aircraft control and warning station.| Family housing-..................-...._..-- 713, 000 
= aircraft control and warning sta- |____- Ne ines adh goaded sad shoo saa 713, 000 
tion. 
Sioux Lookout aircraft control and warning |_---- sc de eR bdg ann cans conten 713, 000 
station. | 
PT OUIIURUNORIORR ns occ ccc cncecennnes a a ig ance Bauekite *2, 000, 000 
ng Sa endo amen | Title VIII housing support........-...------ 200, 000 
ca Na oe ee ee he EP Ne Pela es aia aaditnnnacntweanen 65, 000 
Pe Ne NNT oS Son Sood edccccnccod Bo eee *1, 000, 000 
I BE nh ie | ch ieeces deniers dileadsahbundcn cite ibicandina aetaaiicsneweaden 236, 210, 000 


EFFECT OF HOUSE ACTION 


Mr. Benepict. Our need for the remaining projects is reaffirmed, 
and I wish to assure this committee that our request for retention of 
these projects is based upon an individual restudy of each item, and 
an evaluation of the effect which would result from its loss. 

The House Committee on Appropriations also recommended 
reductions in our appropriation request for military construction. 
These reductions, which totaled $512 million, would prevent the 
construction of a widespread number of urgently needed projects, 
and would create serious delays in the execution of our 1959 con- 
struction program. 

Senator Cuavez. Was that not brought about by the fact that 
you delayed some construction when you did have funds? 

Mr. Benepicr. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe there was any 
more delay than was necessitated by the exigencies of the situation 
at the time. 

Senator Cuavez. I am trying to evaluate the mind of the House 
in asking you to do this. Probably, they had that in mind. If you 
delayed this, why give you money that might also involve delay in 
spending? 

Mr. Benepicrt. Possibly, that is true, Mr. Chairman. It is very 
hard to say specifically on that. I believe my testimony later clears 
up some of that. 

It had to do with carryovers, also. 
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STATUS OF APPROPRIATIONS 


In recommending these reductions in our appropriation request, the 
House committee called attention to the unobligated balances which 
would remain available at the end of fiscal year 1958. In order that 
this aspect may be examined, the following tabulation has been 
provided: 

[In millions] 














Military construction 
aiaeiee Total 
Army | Navy Air Force 
sie iit einai citar leita lian tes —} = | 
Total appropriations, fiscal year 1948 through | 
Rn be Le ee ae $3, 358 | $3, 012 $9, 537 $15, 907 
Less total obligations, fiscal year 1948 through May 31, 
NO iis Dat ott tires ee te ae a —3, 066 —2, 807 —8, 400 —14, 273 
Less estimated obligations during June 1958__.........- —168 —62 —300 — 530 
Unobligated balance to be available at end fiscal | 
FON WD os ciwutmccriaccnantgatbebeshsshidestie 124 143 837 | 1, 104 








Senator CHavez. That is whet you have unobligated? 

Mr. Benepict. Yes. 

Senator Cyavez. Do you have it programed? 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes, sir. I will take that up in the next paragraph. 

Senator Cuavez. All right. 

Mr. Benepicr. These unobligated balances which remained avail- 
able to the three Departments on June 30, 1958, are about the mini- 
mum carryover that will permit construction and forward plannin 
to continue without interruption pending the availability of fisca 
year 1959 funds. Of the $1,104 million unobligated carryover from 
prior years, approximately $467 million must be set aside for work 
currently under contract, to pay for Government costs, contingencies, 
planning, and other costs which are attributable to the construction 
underway. Therefore, of the unobligated carryover, only the balance 
of $637 million is available for obligation against new-project starts 
and contract awards. However, over $500 million of this amount 
has already been directed to field agencies for the execution of con- 
struction, and much of this work was under advertisement on July 1 
In view of this, and because work is progressing at top speed during 
this peak of the construction season, these unobligated balances are 
not excessive. In other words, Mr. Chairman, it comes to approxi- 
mately $150 million actual net as of the Ist of July. 


CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES IN PROGRESS 


The obligation of funds for military construction will continue at a 
high rate duri ing the next several months, and every effort is being made 
to attain maximum output, in conformity with Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 69. However, no change has been made in work stand- 
ards, program management, or contracting procedures which would 
cause waste of construction funds. Contracts are being advertised 
only after design has been completed and checked, and the scope of the 
work to be undertaken carefully determined and defined, in order to 
prevent expensive contract revisions. 

Except under unusual circumstances, all contracts are being 
awarded on a competitive basis to the lowest responsible bidder, and, 
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during the 6-month period ending December 31, 1957, 94 percent of all 
work placed under contract was handled in this manner. Every 
effort will be made to continue our practices of advertising for bids on 
the open market. Semiannual reports on this important aspect of our 
contracting activity will continue to be made to Congress, as required 
by Public Law 241, 85th Congress. Placement of contracts by 
negotiation will be utilized only where such procurement is in the 
interest of national defense. 


FUNDING PROGRAM FOR RESERVE FORCES FACILITIES 


Our funding program for Reserve forces facilities consist of projects 
for which authorization was requested in our fiscal year 1959 Reserve 
forces authorization bill (S. 3863), and which were included in title VI 
of H. R. 13015, passed by the House on July 10, 1958. These facilities 
have been programed on an individual line-item basis, and have been 
subjected to the same type essentiality review as the projects which 
comprise our three larger funding programs for the active forces. 
The Naval Reserve funding program, consisting of $11,314,000, in- 
cludes $1,156,000 for Marine Reserve facilities. The Air National 
Guard funding program totals $11,693,000, and both of these pro- 
grams will be covered in more detail by the respective departmental 
witnesses before this committee. 


SUMMARY OF FUNDING PROGRAMS 


In order to present to the committee in brief form a summary of the 
construction which is contained in each funding program, the following 
tabulations have been provided, which describe the major projects, 
and show the amount and percentage of the funds devoted to each. 
Summary of the major projects comprising the funding program for 
“Military construction, Army.” 

Mr. Chairman, would you like me to go through these? 

Senator Cuavez. Just ‘briefly elaborate on them. 

Mr. Benenicr. It is inte resting to note that half goes for missiles. 

Senator Cuavez. You have Nike-Hawk, Missile Master, and sup- 
porting facilities, $140 million. Just go down that way without going 
into detail. 

Mr. Benepict. Troop housing in overseas, $39 million; 9.8 percent. 

Classified projects overseas, $31 million; 8.2 percent. 

Classified projects in connection with Nike-Zeus, $29 million; 7.5 
percent. 

General authorization for advanced design, $28 million, or 7 percent. 

Miscellaneous training facilities, $22 million, or 5% percent. 

Various research and test facilities in the United States, $14,500,000; 
approximately 4 percent. 

Troop housing, $11 million; approximately 3 percent. 

That 2.9 percent, of course, did not include the Capehart construc- 
tion, 

Shall I continue with the smaller ones? 
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FAMILY HOUSING 


Senator CHavez. Yes. Tell us about family housing. What is the 
situation? Are you providing sufficient housing to adequately take 
care of the dependents? 

Mr. Benepicr. We believe we are providing adequate family 
housing as quickly as we can with efficiency to take care of essential 
dependents, showing due regard for possible changes in mission, local- 
support housing, and so forth. 

We are anxious to avoid a situation where we may be left with 
empty houses sitting all over the country. 

Senator CHavez. What about the $10 million for acquisition of 
acreage? Do you have to buy the property? 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes, sir. In our opinion, we do have to purchase 
that property. In all of these property-acquisition projects, we look 
for Government-owned land owned by the other services to see if 
something satisfactory can be found. 

Senator CHavez. Where are those three sites located? In what 
States are they located? 

Mr. Benepicr. Can we supply that for the record, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator CHAavez. You can supply it for the record, but be sure 
that you let us know about that, because I would like to find out. 
The Senators involved might like to be informed of it. 

Mr. Benepicr. I will supply that immediately. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

Information concerning the three installations at which the purchase of real 
estate is required is as follows: 


Installation Acres to be Cost Purpose for which real estate is required 
purchased 


Carlisle Barracks, Pa_-..--- 49.97 | $354,000 | As sites for station hospital, nurses’ quarters, chapel, 


and family quarters. 

Baywood Park, Calif ba 487. 28 144,000 | The area is contaminated due ot its prior use as artil- 
lery impact area. It cannot be economically decon- 
taminated, and must be acquired. 

Fairbanks, Alaska. --...-..-.-- 13. 64 7,000 | As the site for a research and development facility for 
Arctic construction. 


ACQUISITION OF NIKE SITES 


Senator Cuavez. You list Air Field and _ heliport facilities, 
$7,308,000. 

Mr. Benepict. Mr. Chairman, the Army can give that information 
on Nike sites right now if you like. 

Senator Cuavez. We would like to have it. 

General Barney. I am General Barney, the Director of Installations 
for the Army. 

There is approximately $10 million in real estate for the Army, the 
great bulk, over $9 million of which is for acquisition of Nike and 
related sites. 

Your question was in what States those sites were located. They 
would be in Nebraska, Louisiana, and I believe I am getting into 
classified information. 

Senator CHavez. We do not want that. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator CHAvez. Yes. 
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Senator Stennis. I see the chairman’s interest in this missile pro- 
gram. There are very large sums of money in this bill not only for 
Nike but for Bomare. The authorization bill, Mr. Chairman, on 
these very points is in conference today. It passed the Senate last 
week, as the chairman knows. It is in conference today and one of 
the items to be considered there is what shall be done with the Senate 
provision in that authorization bill which will in effect call upon the 
Secretary of Defense to complete his special study with a view of 
determining whether or not a decision shall not be made as between 
those two missile programs, the Nike family and Bomarc. 

The Senate did not undertake to recommend which should be used 
or say that they should both not be used but is striking toward the 
idea of trying to get a decision. 

I notice that Mr. Holliday is here. He is doing very fine work as 
Director of the Missiles and Missile Master for our committee and 
for the Defense Department. 

As the Chair recalls, the Senate is having memorial services for the 
late Senators Scott and Neely, and I must leave for the floor soon. 

May I interpose and ask Mr. Holliday a few questions now? 

Senator Cuavez. Certainly. 

I am glad that you and Senator Saltonstall and Senator Russell 
belong to that committee because you contribute a lot to this com- 
mittee. 

Senator Stennis. We thank you very much. 

I brought it up now because I see the Chair is interested and 
Senator Saltonstall is here and Mr. Holliday is here. 


COMMITTEE REPORT ON MISSILE QUESTION 


Mr. Holliday, with the Chair’s permission, may I direct: your atten- 
tion to the Senate authorization bill which passed the House last week 
as well as to comment on this missile question which appeared in the 
committee report which is along about page 24 and covers several 
pages of the committee report. 

I will be brief on this. 

You are familiar with the provisions of the bill and the recommen- 
dations? 

Mr. Houurpay. Yes, sir; I have this pretty well worked out. 

Senator Stennis. Just to put that in the record, we recommended 
there that these funds, with a certain reduction that I shall mention 
later, be appropriated to the Secretary of Defense and that he make 
a decision then as to which of the two will be used or perhaps both. 

Now, may I ask for your comment as to what your reaction is and 
whether or not you can work within such a plan as that? It is very 
pertinent to this inquiry about the appropriation here. 

Mr. Hou.rpay. Sir, I would first like to answer that I saw some 
rewrite on the language and that was that you gave this money to 
the Secretary of Defense and he in turn could then direct the military 
services to do the construction which I think was slightly better than 
the language that is here. 

Senator Stennis. We are not interested in taking construction out 
of any service. 

Mr. Houipay. That is right. 

Senator Strennts. It is getting an overall decision that we are pri- 
marily interested in. 
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Mr. Houuipay. As to the decision which you have made to turn 
this over to the Secretary of Defense, we concur because we are so 
deep in the study. It has not been completed. We are working 
diligently on it to try to untangle it piece by piece and it is complicated. 

We believe that this move is in the right direction and we concur. 

I have the Secretary of Defense approval for making that statement. 

Senator Stennis. That is a fine statement. It is a great contribu- 
tion to the record for the Appropriations Committee. 

May I direct your attention to the figures? We added together 
the program for your Nike family missiles plus what you had in the 
bill for Bomare and then reduced it 20 percent. We had along with 
that, though, certain emergency funds that could be used from the 
Air Force or the Army. 

Now, what do you say with reference to this possible reduction 
there of 20 percent? What is your reaction to that? We think you 
ought to have your day in court on that. 

Mr. Houurpay. Sir, we cannot tell you whether the 20 percent 
reduction is correct or not. We are perfectly willing to try to take 
the 20 percent reduction if you will give us the flexibility after we 
have completed our study that, if this is not enough money, we could 
come back and ask for more money. 

We would try to do it with the reduction but until we complete 
our study it is impossible to tell whether we can meet it or not. If 
you give us the flexibility to come back, we will be glad to try to go 
along with it. 

Senator Stennis. If I may put it this way, you cannot be certain 
as to the 20 percent but you see the possibility there that there may 
be some saving. You combine your programs and you do not object 
to the 20 percent with the understanding that, if you are driven to it, 
you have an open door to come back for any necessary additional 
funds; is that correct? 

Mr. Houurpay. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, Senator Saltonstall] is very 
familiar with this problem. We have had it in the Armed Services 
Committee all this year. He might want to ask a question. 

Senator SALronsTALL. Thank you, Senator. 


PROVISION OF FLEXIBILITY 


Mr. Chairman, the only comment I would have would be that we 
are providing the flexibility and we provide the cut at 20 percent. 
You say an open door to return. Of course, you could return with 
your bill next year. I hesitate to enlarge on that statement in that 
you could come back in a supplementary budget after January 1 
if it was absolutely necessary. That would be the only comment I 
would have. 

Senator Stennis. Of course, we would be here in January should 
funds become necessary and, Mr. Holliday, of course you have access 
to whatever fund is provided for each of the services on an emergency 
basis. It is $25 million for the Air Force and $25 million for the 
Army in the Senate bill. 

I do not know what we will agree to in conference because it is less 
in the House bill. 

In view of those emergency funds it makes you feel even more secure 
until January 1, is that correct? 
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Mr. Houupay. Very definitely, sir. Our study indicates that there 
are some savings that can be made. Since we have not completed, it 
is impossible for me to agree that we can do it. 

Senator Stennis. We understand that you are reserving all your 
rights as to what your final decision will be. 

Mr. Houupay. That is right. 

Senator Stennis. But it is an overall plan that you can work with 
and live with? 

Mr. Ho.urpay. Yes, sir. 


ADDITIONAL LANGUAGE 


Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, I think that covers the point. If 
I may follow up just one thing further, you said that you had seen 
some additional language in addition to the Senate amendment that 
puts the operational phase a little more clearly within the respective 
services. 

Mr. Houuipay. That is right. 

Senator Stennis. You are in sympathy with that language, as I 
understand. 

Mr. Houuipay. Yes, sir. We believe that is an improvement be- 
cause it takes the Secretary out of the contracting business. 

Senator STenNnis. It was not our purpose to put him in the opera- 
tional business. We do want it where there will be a decision made, 
though. 

Mr. Houuipay. This is fine and we appreciate that opportunity. 

Senator Stennis. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. 

Senator Roperrson. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. Yes. 


TRAINING SCHOOL AT FORT LEE 


Senator Ropertson. I, too, must ask to be excused since I desire 
to participate in the memorial exercises now in progress on the Senate 
floor, but before leaving this stage of the hearings, I want to thank 
the Department of Defense for saying on page 8 of the prepared 
statement about an item of $21,960,000 of requested restoration that 
the training school at Fort Lee is an item to which the Defense De- 
partment attaches considerable priority. 

Is that correct, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. Brnepict. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ropertson. | am glad to see my friend, General Barney, 
here. At the appropriate time he is going to testify that from the 
standpoint of savings, on what will have to be spent sometime in, the 
future for training Quartermaster officers, we can amortize this 
investment in about 7 years. Not many projects will pay off like 
that. I can assure my distinguished colleague of 14 years in the 
House, who has left these fields to handle the spending of the money 
that we appropriate, that nothing will promote his public relations in 
Virginia any better than that one project. 

Senator Sauronstaty. Mr. Chairman, might I ask this question 
while Senator Stennis is here? 

Senator Cuavez. Certainly. 








MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 15 


Senator SALTONSTALL. Senator Stennis, I call your attention to 
page 27 of Mr. Benedict’s prepared statement and ask you this 
question in which I would appreciate your interest. 


WHERRY HOUSING 


I understand that in this conference that we are to have this after- 
noon there is some problem with relation to the mandatory taking 
over of the Wherry houses as opposed to permissive. Before you left 
[ wondered if there was any additional information that we could get 
on that subject through Mr. Benedict? 

Senator Stennis. I think it would be a very timely question, Mr. 
Chairman, if the Chair sees fit to take it up. 

Senator Cuavez. I think you are going to conference this afternoon 
and it would help if Mr. Benedict would give that information. 

Mr. Benepict. Mr. Chairman, on that “subject, I would say simply 
that the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (P & I) and 
and I am speaking for the Secretary, is opposed to the mandatory 
acquisition of Wherry housing as an unnecessary expenditure of public 
money. In any case where there is a threat through the action of 
the Armed Forces to the investment of a Wherry sponsor because the 
Government has built competitive Capehart projects it is now manda- 
tory; but I fail to see, very frankly, why we should guarantee to bail 
out from possible loss Wherry sponsors where the progress of their 
project is not affected by Capehart building. 

Senator Cuavez. Witbout that language, if the circumstances were 
to present themselves, do you have the authority to do it? 

Mr. Benepict. To make them mandatory? 

Senator CHAvEz. Yes. 

Mr. Benepict. There have been cases where we have so acted. I 
remember particularly the case of Squantum near Boston. 

Senator Cuavez. You feel that it is better to use the discretion 
within the Department than to be told to doit. Is that the idea? 

Mr. Benepicr. Mr. Chairman, I feel that very strongly, sir. I 
believe that in any case of rank injustices we could be trusted to work 
that out with the military department concerned but to make it 
mandatory by law to purchase these projects does not seem, frankly, 
to me to be a justified expenditure of public money. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. The only additional question I have, Mr. 
Benedict, is that on page 27, you put in this sentence: 

Of the 44,144 unit total, 34,391 were in the mandatory category, the balance 
were permissive. 

What does that mean? Did you want to buy these houses? 

Mr. Benepict. Well, opinions differ there between the armed 
services, but basically by law, if the military department builds a 
Capehart project in or near an existing Wherry housing project, the 
Wherry being privately owned and rented and the Capehart houses 
being somewhat larger and more comfortable than the Wherry, the 
loss of tenants that the Wherry sponsor may suffer because of the 
more desirable Capeharts can place in hazard his investment, and in 
those cases the armed service concerned buys the Wherry and if they 
cannot reach a negotiated agreement then the court sets a fair price 
so that Wherry sponsor is guaranteed against undue hardship. Those 
are mandatory. 
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There are a number of cases where, the Air Force particularly, has 
wanted additional housing and has bought the Wherry and converted 
them into satisfactory housing. That is what we mean by permissive. 

Senator Symincton. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Senator Cuavez. Certainly. 

Senator Symincron. I address the question to who ever would like 
to take it. 


BREAKDOWN ON MISSILE COSTS 


When Secretary McElroy testified before the Preparedness Sub- 
committee, based on the very fine detailing of the figures by the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Military Construction of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, I asked for a complete breakdown on the 
cost to the American people of the ground-to-air missiles: Hawk, 
Talos, Bomarc, and Nike. 

The Secretary gave us the figures for this year but the overall ex- 
penditures have not yet been supplied. 

We asked for them last week and again this morning. Do you know 
why there is delay in getting those figures? 

Mr. Benentcr. I could not answer, Senator. 

Senator CHavez. Are there any bookkeeping troubles that you are 
having? 

Mr. Horapay. I am not acquainted with the request, sir. I have 
not been working on it. I am sorry I cannot help you. 

Senator Symincton. Who do you think would know about it? 

Senator CHavez. General Moore, can you get the Department to 
make that information available? 

General Moore. I certainly shall. 

Senator Syminecton. We have asked for the figures and they just 
do not seem to be furnished. 

Senator CHavez. You will read them in the paper one of these days. 


GROUND-TO-AIR DEFENSE OF CITIES 


Senator Syminetron. That is right, Mr. Chairman. I would like to 
ask another question. 

Do you compare what we are doing in ground-to-air defense with 
what the Intelligence Community says other countries are doing? 
Is that considered when you program these huge expenditures for 
our surface-to-air defense? 

Senator Cuavez. If this is classified, of course you do not have to 
answer it. If it is not classified, I think you should answer. 

Mr. BeNepictT. Senator, I cannot answer that question. 

Senator Symineton. I do not want to get into classified informa- 
tion. But, I want to know if you do compare what other people 
plan as against what we plan. 

Mr. Benepict. I can only answer that in a general way, Senator, 
that our responsibility is to build in connection with programs 
authorized by the Joint Chiefs. 

Mr. SHeripan. As far as the Offices of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense Properties and Installations are concerned, we do not, Senator 
Symington, make that comparison. That is done in the Joint Chiefs. 

Senator Symincton. Do you know, Mr. Sheridan, why we have 
not obtained the information requested as to the past, present and 
coming figures on ground-to-air missiles? 
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Mr. SHeripan. I did not know about the question being asked, 
Senator. 

Senator SYMINGTON. Secretary McElroy gave us this year’s program 
which totaled roughly a billion four hundred million, as | remember. 

Mr. SHeripan. | think those figures have been made available to 
the Senate Armed Services Committee by the individual services. 

Senator Symineton. The figures given us by Secretary McElroy 
for fiscal 1959 are $1,447 million for Nike-Hercules, Hawk, Missile 
Master, and Bomare. We want figures for the past, present, and 
future so we can compare the antiaircraft expense with that which 
we are spending or not spending on other programs. 

General Moore, can you produce that information? 

General Moore. I will try to get it and if I do not get it, I will tell 
you what the situation is. 

Senator SymineTon. Fine. We already have the figures for the 
fiscal 1959 program on ground-to-air missiles. 

(The information referred to, being classified, was filed with the 
committee. ) 

Senator CHavez. Proceed, Mr. Benedict. 


CONSTRUCTION OF HOSPITAL FACILITIES 


Mr. Benepicr. $6,610,000 for the construction of hospital facilities 
including $1.9 million for hospital at Carlisle Barracks, Pa., and $3.3 
million for a hospital at Fort McClellan, Ala. 

Senator Cuavez. If Congress makes the money available and they 
do construct those hospitals, are you going to take steps so that they 
will be occupied more than 50 percent? You have brought a lot of 
conversation here before this committee that in many instances those 
facilities were only 50 percent occupied. 

Mr. Benenict. I can only answer that generally, Mr. Chairman. 
I happen to know that the Carlisle Barracks Hospital is to take care 
of three neighboring installations. 

In other cases it is partly a case of geographic location. 

I believe the Army witnesses could probably give you a more 
detailed and complete answer to that than I can. 

Senator Cuavez. It is the general matter that 1 was interested in. 
I know that the Carlisle Barracks is a good project. 

Mr. Benepicr. As far as we know they are required. 

Senator Cuavez. All right. 


COMMUNITY WELFARE AND MORALE FACILITIES 


Mr. Benepict. $6,480,000 for community, welfare and morale 
facilities. 


Senator Cuavez. What do you include in welfare and morale 
facilities, libraries? 

Mr. BENEpDIcT. Sometimes commissaries, if it is a remote base or 
service clubs, chapels, meeting places. It depends a good deal on 
the location of the base and whether the civilian facilities are available. 

Senator CHavez. I think they are necessary. Go to the next 
subject. 

Mr. Benepicr. Approximately $6 million to the United States 


Military Academy to provide new cadet barracks, alterations to the 
hospital, and so forth. 
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$4 million for maintenance of storage facilities and communications 
in France. 
$30 million for continuation of other essential programs to include 
administrative facilities and so forth, various miscellaneous construc- 
tion. 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 


Summary of the major projects comprising the funding program for 
military construction, Navy: 

$72 million for research, development, and test facilities for missiles, 
largely Polaris. 

$56,508,000 for improvement of Naval Air shore establishments to 
meet requirements which result from converting the fleet for increase 
in striking power. 

$45,700,000 for naval training facilities, including $17 million for 
a naval air facility at Andrews Air Force Base; $16 million at two 
naval training stations and $4 million to the Staff College at Norfolk. 

$44 million for the improvement of waterfront and dredging to 
accommodate nuclear submarine and large aircraft carriers. 

$53 million for new and improved operational, communications, 
and depot facilities. 

$41 million for troop housing continental United States, including 
$21 million for barracks and messhalls for 8,500 enlisted personnel at 
10 installations; $14 million more dormitory and classrooms and so 
forth at the Naval Academy. 

Approximately $32,700, 000 for facilities essential to support other 
programs in the naval operating forces including improvements and 
modernization of utilities, communications, medical facilities, storage, 
and so forth. 

$24,500,000 to fund general authorization for planning and design 
costs; $5 million for replacement of facilities damaged or destroyed by 
disaster, and so forth. 

$19 million for guided missile facilities at 3 continental and 
overseas installations. 

$8,240,000 for family housing including $3.4 million for off-site 
utilities and Government costs in connection with 4,421 units of 
Capehart housing. 

$8,500,000 for marine training facilities, including $3 million 
approximately at Camp Pendleton, Calif.; - nearly $3 million at Camp 
Lejeune and nearly $3 million at the Marine Air facilities at New 
River and Santa Ana. 


ACQUISITION OF ACREAGE 


$5,700,000 for fee acquisition of 14,000 acres and flight clearance 
assessments and acquisition of 270 acres for Capehart housing. 

Senator Cuavez. At your convenience during the hearings, give us 
a breakdown of such acreage included in the different installations. 

Mr. Benepict. At each? 

Senator Cuavez. Thatisright. You have 14,000 acres of land that 
you need. 

Mr. Benepict. I think we can supply that for the record, sir. 

Senator CHavnz. Yes. 

(The information referred to foliows:) 
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Land acquisition in fee 








Location Purpose Acres 
| | 
| j 
MCAAS, Beaufort, S. C_-___-- ea a) SOG DER ond cnncandecensotieen ten | 420 
| SO CUNOROMOD: 54555 Fn 2s nape sone eel 65 
NAS, Cecil Field, Fla_____._-- beeps teen A ee we ee oh sig SL 1, 795 
NAS, Jacksonville, Fla_.........---.-..---.--- .| Bombing targets (2) in Putnam County-. | 6,244 
NADC, Johnsville, Pa- oie 50} Fe MUON a nib 5 oben 3a ce dn bdibonaens 41 
NAMTC, Point Mugu, ‘Calif. ___- on} ERGIEWOGRRORGION oo. dose ilies lll in.cceud 365 
NAS, Pensacola, Fla_ d scqeg ahh aadeboete b TERE GI, dh sis otc te cciek bi eme~ dremel amen | 504 
OLF, Whitehouse, Fla_- eae nce qe adn a hke TER the hee ee be ee 4, 246 
NAAS, Whiting Field, Fla___..._._-..__---_-- | Rasen at outlying field Black- 135 
| water D 
NAS, Mayport, Fla__. goabite ___..| Base Gnpmnees 3 as vehi SA) 464 
NAS, Agana (Guam), M. I__-..---- ...-.---.| Runway extension_. naan ge bingo denebant a 132 
| Drainage right-of- way_. Nie o — eh ae 43 
NAS, Yuma, Ariz_..--- w--Lalictiet saves tie. 53i4.. 1... Sete. 711 
Ge 2 Jl fai bios }....88Y..un lager 2 14, 165 








MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 


Mr. Benepicr. Summary of major projects comprising the funding 
program for ‘“‘Military construction, Air Force:”’ 

$186 million, approximately, for construction of facilities at bases 
in the United States required for dispersal of the Strategic Air Com- 
mand units. 

$165,900,000 for construction of necessary facilities in support of 
ballistic missiles. 

$125,352,000 for additional facilities and utilities projects required 
in support of the aircraft control and warning stations in the United 
States, Alaska, and Canada. 

$76,700,000 for construction of necessary facilities in support of 
the Bomarc missile at various locations in the United States. 

$57,400,000 for family housing including $964,000 for the con- 
struction of 54 appropriated-fund family housing units within the 
United States; $29 million for construction of 827 appropriated-fund 
family housing units overseas; $17 million to provide support for 
title VIII housing; $4 million for support of surplus commodity 
housing, and so forth. 

$63 million for troop housing and dining facilities in the continental 
United States and overseas areas including $40 million for 19,000 air- 
men dormitory spaces. 

$46 million to fund general authorization to provide: $25 million 
for advance planning and design of construction requirements; $16 
million for unforeseen minor construction; $5 million for access roads, 
and so forth. 

$45 million for the construction of facilities required to reduce 
operational and training deficiencies at various air force bases. 

$49 million for construction of five additional SAGE centers and for 
other support facilities for the continued buildup of the present 
SAGE system. 

$30 million approximately, for community, welfare, and morale 
facilities in the United States and overseas. 

$32 million for the construction of maintenance shops required to 
reduce deficiencies at various locations worldwide. 

$29 million approximately, for the construction of hospital and 
medical facilities, including $26,926,000 for hospitals. 
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Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question at this point? 
Senator CHAvez. Yes. 


HOSPITAL FACILITIES AT MINOT BASE 


Senator Younc. What are you doing for hospital facilities at the 
Minot base? Have you not worked out an arrangement with the 
Veterans’ Administration to utilize their hospital there? 

I have been insisting that the Air Force do this and the commanding 
officer at Great Falls, Mont., was agreeable. Somehow the superior 
officers in Washington at first were not agreeable, but I think you have 
now entered into a contract with them, have you? 

Mr. Benepict. I am not completely familiar with that. I believe 
that is right; sir, yes. I would like to check, if I might, and supply 
a positive reply for the record. 

(The information referred to follows: ) 

On 27 February 1958, the Veterans’ Administration submitted their agreement 
to the Secretary of Defense to provide 15 beds in the Minot Veterans’ Administra- 
tion Hospital for Air Force military inpatients from Minot Air Force Base 
beginning 1 July 1959. This service will be provided on a reimbursable basis in 
accordance with existing regulations, and excludes inpatient care for dependents. 


NEW HOSPITAL AT GRAND FORKS 


Senator Younc. The House has deleted an item of $2,010,000 for 
the construction of a new hospital at Grand Forks. 

Could not the Grand Forks Base utilize the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion hospital at Minot which will only be about half filled even after 
the Air Force at Minot uses it? Is it not possible to utilize that VA 
hospital there without building another new hospital? 

Mr. Benepicr. I can only answer on that, sir, whether a project 
is justified or not is a question of judgment and we have reviewed 
these with the military departments and I believe that the military 
department concerned will be able to give you the complete justi- 
fication. 

Senator Younc. The House has asked that there be a study made 
of the needs at Grand Forks, and if the local hospitals couldn’t take 
care of these patients without building a new Air Force hospital. 

Mr. Benepict. We have made a restudy and are again recommend- 
ing it. 

Senator Younae. We should look into the possible use of the VA 
hospital at Minot. It is a comparatively new hospital, only a few 
years old. 

Senator CHavez. That is what gets the Department in trouble in 
many instances. They have a facility that belongs to the Govern- 
ment and would answer the purpose and they still want to build a 
new one. 

Mr. Benepict. I am aware of that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator CuHavez. In this instance, you requested $5,173,000 and 
the House allowed $3,163,000 due to the circumstance that Senator 
Young has outlined. 

Senator Youna. I should not be opposing construction of a new 
building in North Dakota but I think money can be saved and should 
be saved. 

Mr. Benepict. We could review it again. 

Senator Youna. I wish you would. 

Mr. Benepict. Certainly, Senator. We would be happy to do so. 
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EFFECT OF DELETION OF GRAND FORKS ITEM 


Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a further question on 
this hospital situation? The House requested you to make a study of 
local hospital facilities at Grand Forks. I notice that you have a 
reclama of $2,010,000 for the Grand Forks Hospital. What injury 
would be done to the Air Force if this reclama was not granted? 
What have you done at the Minot Base? Certainly someone here 
can answer that. You are not building a hospital there and I under- 
stand you are utilizing the VA hospital under contract. The hospital 
is only half filled. Can you not utilize that hospital there for the 
Grand Forks base, too, which is only 200 miles away, or would this 
have to be granted this year? 

Certainly someone here can answer that. 

Mr. Benepicr. I have here, which I would be happy to read to 
vou, the Air Force statements on that. 

Senator Youna. That investigation only considered the hospital 
facilities at Grand Forks. You transferred patients much farther 
than 200 miles. It says nothing about the investigation of using the 
VA hospital at Minot, which is only 200 miles away. 

Does not someone here know what will be done at Minot? Will 
any harm be done if this $2 million for construction of the Grand 
Forks Hospital was at least deferred to a later date pending further 
investigations? 

Mr. Sueripan. No, sir; there are no Air Force people here, Senator, 
that would be familiar with that. 

Senator Youna. I think the committee, Mr. Chairman, ought to 
be provided with that information. 

Mr. Benepicr. I would be happy to attempt to provide it for you. 

(The information requested follows: ) 

\ study has been made of the civilian hospitals in Grand Forks, N. Dak., 
15 miles away from Grand Forks Air Base. Of the 2 civilian hospitals located in 
this city, St. Michaels, a 100-bed hospital, has an average daily census of 73 
patients; the other, the Grand Forks Hospital, 150-bed capacity, has an average 
daily census of 119 patients. As can be seen, these hospitals have an average 
daily census of 73 percent and 80 percent respectively, and the extent of support 
that could be offered the military under average conditions is considered marginal 
and completely inadequate during peak conditions. 

Senator Youne. I certainly would not want to deny funds that 
are needed but certainly someone in the Air Force could answer if 
that hospital can be used. 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 


Mr. Benepict. I am sure they can, Senator. They will be appear- 
ing here quite prepared, I believe, to give you that information. 

$28 million for the construction of necessary facilities in support 
of the fighter interceptor squadrons. 

$25 million for the eastern extension of the DEW Line. 

$21,318,000 for research and development facilities at various 
locations in the United States. 

$20 million for the construction of facilities in support of Strategic 
Air Command missions. 

$19 million, approximately, for the expansion of Andrews Air Force 
Base to accommodate Air Force units now located at Bolling Air 
Force Base and Washington National Airport. 
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$10,300,000 for construction of missile master facilities at various 
locations in the continental United States. 

$9,919,000 for construction of necessary facilities in support of the 
Matador missile. 

$8 million for the construction of and modernization of facilities at 
Air Materiel Command depots in the United States. 

$4,539,000 for the construction of various facilities at installations 
in the continental United States in support of the Air Force Reserve 
facilities program. 

$3,372,000 for the construction of a hospital, fuel storage facilities, 
the completion of the road net and erosion control, and landscaping 
at the Air Force Academy. 


ACQUISITION OF MINERAL RIGHTS 


$1,525,000 for fee acquisition of 1,856 acres ($1,227,000) at 25 
named installations, easement over 3,719 acres ($275,000) at 15 named 
installations and 7 aircraft control and warning sites, and the acquisi- 
tion of mineral rights over approximately 26 acres of land ($23,000) 
at Beale Air Force Base, Calif. 

Senator CHavnez. Why do you want to acquire the mineral rights? 
Are you in the mining business? 

Mr. Benepict. The way in which they can be retained would 
mean the people can only get at the minerals by invading the surface 
of the property and they see no proper way to handle it otherwise. 

Senator Cuavez. It is a problem of security and also interference 
with your work? 

Mr. Benepicr. Both considerations; yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, while Senator Stennis is here, 
to clarify for the meeting this afternoon and also, I hope, it will be of 
assistance to us, may I ask a question? 

Senator Cuavez. Certainly, Senator. 

Senator SALToNsSTALL. Apart from what you are doing, going to 
page 5 of your statement, if you will, I will summarize it and you 
tell me where I am wrong. 

In the supplementary budget this year there was $330 million and 
out of that you have $305 million under contract so that that is going 
ahead. 

Mr. Benepict. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Now, you requested an appropriation of 
$1,730,000,000. The House cut that by $375 million. That is on 
page 5. That left $1,355,000,000, of which you asked back $342 
million. So that your request to us would be a reclama of $342 
million. 

Mr. Benepicr. That is on authorization, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. That is on your funding program? 

Mr. Benepict. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Funding program. 

Mr. Benepict. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. On the same page you say the House cut 
your appropriation request for military construction $512 million and 
assert that you have unobligated balance of $1,104,000,000. 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. One more figure: You ask new authority of 
$1,684 million this year. My question is, if those figures are right, 
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what is the difference of the deletion of $375 million from the funding 
program and the reduction in request of appropriations for $512 
million? Does the funding program mean that you have asked for 
14 percent more projects than you have money on the ground that 
there will be a slippage? 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes, sir; exactly 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So that the House cut from your overall 
program $375 million. That is your funding program. 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes, sir. 


TOTAL FUNDING PROGRAM 


Senator SALTONSTALL. What is your funding program that you are 
asking for? Is is $1,947,174,000? 

Mr. Benepicr. That is the total funding program; yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Now the House cut you in cash request 
$512 million; is that correct? 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes, si 

Senator SALTONSTALL. ‘So you are making this committee to do 
two things: First, supplement your funding program to within $33 
million of your original request 

Mr. Benexpicr. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. And to put back a reclama of $512 million 
on your appropriation program? 

Mr. Benepicr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. How do we do that? We have to make two 
overall amendments then, putting in specific projects; is that correct? 

Mr. Benepicr. Putting in specific projects; yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Specific construction. 

Mr. Benepicr. Specific construction projects; yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Specific projects. 

Mr. Benepicr. Specific projects and adding the money. It is our 
feeling, very frankly, Senator, that in the House perhaps our witnesses 
did not make it quite clear that there was not an unduly large carry- 
over and that there is a difference in carrying over an unobligated 
balance from a preceding year when much of that has been committed. 

Senator SALToNsTALL. You show an_ unobligated figure of 
$1,104,000,000. You disagree with that? 

Mr. Benepict. As of July 1, that is strictly speaking a correct 
figure on the books, but as I attempted to point out in the following 
paragraph, we have now committed all but approximately $150 
million of that. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. All but $150 million? 

Mr. Benepicr. That does not mean that the transaction has taken 
place on the record but in planning all but about $150 million is now 
scheduled. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So that, boiled down, you are making two 
requests of us: A restoration of $342 million in your funded program. 

Mr. Benepicr. In detailed projects; yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. And by your funded program you mean a 
program that will be approximately 14 percent over and above the 
amount of money that you have to spend? 

Mr. Benepicr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Then you are asking us to reclama $512 
million of the appropriation. 
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Mr. Benepicr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. On the ground that you need that money 
for very special projects and that the House is wrong in stating that 
you had $1,104,000,000 of unobligated funds, that you have nearer 
$150 million? 

Mr. Benepicrt. That is correct, sir. In other words, if we do not 
have the requested figures in appropriation we feel that at this time 
next year we will be running out of money and have to curtail projects. 


URGENTLY NEEDED PROJECTS 


Senator SaALToNnsTALL. In this statement do you list those $512 
million of urgently needed projects? 

Mr. Benepict. Yes; we have such a list showing the $375 million. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. That is in your statement? 

Mr. Benenpict. It is not in the statement. I have it here and can 
supply it for the record. 

(The statement referred to appears on p. 5.) 

Senator SattonstaLL. That would make a very long list. 

Mr. Benenict. It is quite a long list; yes, sir. It is difficult to 
summarize. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. We have to determine how much of that is 
necessary. We have to go through every one of those projects. 

Mr. Benepict. I am afraid that is correct, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Either that or allow all the money. 

Mr. Benepict. The Armed Forces have prepared very complete 
statements on each of them. 

Senator SatronstaLu. Mr. Chairman, might I ask a question? 

Senator CHavez. Surely. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. In justice to Senator Young and a little in 
justice to me, I ask unanimous consent that Senator Young’s recent 
question be incorporated with his first question and so that colloquy 
is continued and mine come after his colloquy. 

Senator CHavez. Yes. 


PROBLEM BEFORE COMMITTEE 


Senator SALTONSTALL. I would like to ask Senator Stennis, who is 
the authority on military construction in the armed services and also 
in this committee, do you agree with the problem that faces us as 
stated in the questions that I have asked? 

Senator Stennis. They have been helpful but I am afraid we do 
not fully get the picture here. 

Until we get this military authorization bill finally agreed on we 
can hardly compare figures and we frankly are, therefore, a little 
behind on having these figures in mind today. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Does the Senator agree that what we have 
to do is either grant $512 million or determine which project to leave 
out? 

Senator Stennis. | think the Senator is right subject to this possi- 
ble additional method. The only other way would be for the com- 
mittee to decide how much money it wanted to allow and approve 
all the projects or you could at least approve a greater total than the 
money you were going to allow and give the Department some discre- 
tion as to order of building them. 

We are confronted with one method or the other. 
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Senator SALTONSTALL. If that is done, I would ask Mr. Benedict, 
then our so-called funding programs would be over and above 14 


percent, which, as you say in your statement, has been the record 
of the past. 


Mr. Benepict. It is; yes, sir. 


FUNDING PROGRAM PERCENTAGE 


Senator SaALTonsTALL. What has been the funding program in the 
past, in percentage, approximately? Instead of 14 percent, what 
percent would it be? 

Mr. Benepicr. It has run as high in the past as 25 percent, I 
understand. We have been trying to keep it down in the neighborhood 
of 15 percent. 

Senator SALToNsTALL. Then what Senator Stennis’ last remark 
would mean would be that the funding program would be nearer 23 
than 14 percent. I understand. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I think those questions have been 
very helpful. May 1 reask one of them, because I was making some 
calculations here. 

Mr. Secretary, on page 5, you refer to the funding programs and, 
also, the request for military construction as mentioned by Senator 
Saltonstall, and then, on the following pages, beginning with page 8, 
you give this bill of particulars, so to speak, of your funding program 
items. 

Mr. Benepict. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Now, when you make the differentiation back 
here on page 5 between the funding program and then the military 
construction, we do not use exactly those terms in the Armed Services 
Committee, and it is, therefore, a little confusing. These are more 
financial terms. 

Is your funding program what you call the old program of projects 
for which you already have contracts? 

Mr. Benepicr. No, sir. The funding program would be the 
projects that we expect to build. 

Senator Stennis. The particular items? 

Mr. Benepicr. Or contract. The particular items; yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Why, then, do you have another classification 
here which says, “for military construction,” because it seems to me 
that some of these you list here in your funding program are strictly 
construction, too. There is an overlap, apparently, in items, but I 
suppose there is not any in your figures. There are no items that are 
common to both of these classifications, are there? 

Mr. Benepicr. To funding and what? 

Senator Stennis. To funding and your item that you mentioned 
last on the bottom of page 5. You set out two different sets of figures 
here, and then you undertake to give a list of the first group. I do 
not know. Are you going to have another list? 

Mr. Benepicr. No. 


UNFUNDED AUTHORIZATION 


Mr. SHeripan. Mr. Chairman, I think it would probably be clearer 
to Senator Stennis if we just drew a line between the authorization 
and appropriation. 
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As Senator Stennis well knows, we have unfunded authorization, 
which is far greater than our authorization, and some of that unfunded 
authorization we are not funding now in this appropriation, so that 
always the authorization is greater than the total dollar number of 
projects we are going to place under construction. 

The same way on the appropriation; now we have an appropriation 
request of $1,731 million and then we have a funding program of 
$1,974 million. Within that overall $1,974 million, there are some of 
those projects that are going to drop out, and we will only wind up 
with placing under contract $1,731 million. We hope that will be 
true. So that it might be called the fishing pool, $1,974 million and 
the actual performance will be around $1,731 million. 

Does that clarify it? 

Senator Srennis. Yes. 

Mr. SHeripan. In order that the committee may know what is in 
the $1,974 million, we have provided a description by categories, 
within the $1,974 million. 

Senator Stennis. I see. So that on these pages, beginning on 
page 8, you are listing those within your $1.9 billion? 

Mr. SHERIDAN. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Stennis. But you are actually asking, in money, $1.7 
billion? 

Mr. SHeripan. That is right. 

Senator Stennis. Very well. I think that is a new starting point. 

Senator SaALToNsTALL. Putting it another way, am I correct in say- 
ing that what you are asking for in cash is construction of 86 percent 
of your funding program, or, putting it another way, construction of 
100 percent of your 114-percent funding program? 

Mr. SHERIDAN. That is correct. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. In other words, there are 14 percent more 
items in this than you are asking money to construction? 

Mr. SHeripan. That is right. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You are asking a leeway in between. You 
are asking flexibility in there. 

Mr. SHERIDAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. I see. 


REINSTATEMENT OF PROJECTS DELETED 


Mr. SHERIDAN. Senator, I would like to point out that just giving 
the additional money we are asking for will not take care of the 
House action. We need both the additional funds and we need the 
reinstatement of the projects deleted by the House Appropriations 
Committee, or else we cannot go ahead regardless of how much money 
we have. We need both. 

Senator Sattonstrauu. To follow what Senator Stennis said fully, 
if we give you back $512 million, which is the money you request back, 
we could still leave out your $342 million of funded projects? 

Mr. SHERIDAN. Only if you wanted to kill those projects. 

Senator SauTonsTaLL. Only if we wanted to kill them for this year. 

Mr. SHeripan. That is right. 

Senator SaALToNsTALL. That would still give you a certain flexi- 
bility, because there are projects for past years that have not been 
funded, that have not been appropriated for? 
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Mr. SHEeripAN. They are lower priority projects, Senator. It 
would deny the higher priority projects that the services have selected. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. I will ask a question to which I think the 
answer is clear. Which would you rather have this committee 
reclama: the $342 million of your funded program or your $512 million 
in cash? 

Mr. SHeripan. You have given me an impossible choice to make. 
We want both. 


Senator SALTONSTALL. I think the answer is that you want the 
cash. 

Mr. SHeripan. We want the cash first and right behind it the 
authorization of the project. I think the services can explain that in 
detail for their projects. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Would you rather have the cash than the 
$342 million in extra projects? 

Senator Cuavez. If you have to choose you will take the larger. 

Mr. Sueripan. We cannot make the choice because the cash 
would be no good without the projects. 

Senator KNow.aNnpb. That is like asking whether you would rather 
lose your right or left eye. 

Mr. SHeripDANn. That is right, Senator. 

Senator Cuavez. Mr. Benedict, you may proceed. 


NAVAL RESERVE CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Benepicr. Summary of the major construction projects 
comprising the funding program for Naval Reserve Forces: 

$1,550,000 for the planning, design, specifications, architect services, 
minor new construction, replaceme nt of damage facilities, and emer- 
gency construction for the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve, 14 
percent. 

$3,586,000 for the construction of training facilities to support the 
nonaviation elements of the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve, 31 
percent. 

$975,000 for fee acquisition of 124.4 acres and easements over 
89.26 acres of land at Naval Air Station, Los Alamitos, Calif, 
percent. 

Senator CHavez. You have no land adjacent to that that belongs 
to the Government? 

Mr. Benepicr. | understand not, sit 

Senator CuHavez. All right. 

Mr. Benepicr. $5,203,000 to provide for various support facilities 
for the Naval and Marine Air Reserve training programs, 46 percent. 


AIR NATIONAL GUARD, AIR FORCE 


Summary of the major construction projects comprising the funding 
program for the Air National Guard, Air Force: 

$3,760,000 airfield pavements, 32 percent. 

$1,106,000 storage and warehousing facilities, 10 percent. 

$5,192,000 hangars and training facilities, 44 percent. 

$450,000 runway arresting barriers, 4 percent. 

$500,000 site preparation for new joint airfield at Bethel, Minn., 4 
percent 
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$685,000 miscellaneous supporting facilities, 6 percent. 

That makes a total of $11,698,000 for 100 percent. 

Senator Cuavez. On that $500,000 at Bethel, Minn., is there 
another one of the agencies of the military at Bethel? What is the 
joint airfield? 

Mr. Benepict. Navy and Air Force jointly. 

Senator Cuavez. I see. 

Senator SALTonsTALL. Might I interrupt? 

Senator Cuavez. Certainly. 

Senator SattonstaLu. Mr. Benedict, following the discussion you 
just had with Senator Stennis and myself, you have listed here all the 
projects that you want back on the funding program in detail? 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes, sir. 


LOWER PRIORITY PROJECTS 


Senator SALTONSTALL. Assume we wanted to leave out $342 million 
of that in toto. Can you list the ones that you would prefer to give 
less priority to? They are all important. I will grant that. 

Mr. Benepict. I think, Senator, we would like to have a brief 
time to review that. I do not think we could do it right now because 
the problem has not been approached from that direction. I assume 
it could certainly be done. We would be glad to give you any help 
we could if that necessity should arise. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. The clerk, Mr. Hewitt, is well informed 
here. He states that you have given us that priority. 

May I ask him to answer a question as to what we have here? 
What are the papers that you are showing the chairman and myself? 

Mr. Hewirr. The committee has in hand a funding priority plan 
for the Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So that you have answered my question, 
then. 

Mr. BenepictT. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. This priority that you have given to us has 
been supplied by whom? 

Mr. Hewitt. By the office of the Secretary of Defense. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. The Secretary of Deferse had given us that 
priority. That is up to date and you stand by it? 

Mr. Benepict. Yes, sir. 

Senator CHavez. Then besides the total figures of funding, they 
make a list of the installations in different places. 

I do not know whether you have a copy of this. This was from the 
second of July. Pages 1 and 2 are your first priorities. 

You proceed on by the line items in different bases, Fort Lewis, 
Wash., Fort McClellan, Ala., and so forth. 

Mr. Benepicr. That is my understanding; yes, sir. 

(The list referred to follows:) 











DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


FUNDING PRIORITY PLAN 
FY 1959 MCA 


Line Item 


{Ars Ors ty Ne Tne 
CONUS & Overseas 
Surface-to-Air Missile Tactical Facilities 
Research ard Development Test Facilities 


Erie Ordnance Depot, Ohio 
Guided iissile Maint Shop (PL 161/8h) 


Pueblo Ordnance Depot, Colo. 
Guided Missile Maint Shop (PL 161/8) 


Various Locations 
Tactical Support Facilities 


Fort Bliss, Texas 


13 GM Guidance Lab. Pidgs 

2 Admin & Classroom Bldgs., TAS 

2 GM Assembly & Test Bldgs. (GMT) 

6 Missile & Radar Maint Support HBidgs., TAS 
NIKE Tech Maint Bidg (GM) 

Training Facilities - 10 NIKE Sites 

2 Trainfire I Ranges 

Gli Control Tower, Gi Range 

12 Barracks, 80-man (GMT) 

1,000-man Consolidated Mess (GT) 

Ext. of Electricity to 10 NIKE Sites (CMT) 
2 BOQ's, 3h-man (CMT) 

9 Battalion Motor Repair Shops (PL 96°/8l) 
9 Battalion Motor Park Facs, (PL 968/3l) 
Hardstands, 9 Bn Mctor Parks (PL 968/3i;) 
Regimental Chapel (PL 161/8))* 

2 Regimental Headquarters Bldg (PL 968/8);) 


Fort Sill, Oklahoma 
Academic Building (Dept. of Motors) 
2 Trainfire I Ranges 
Hardstand - hm Motor Park 
Hardstands = Dept of Motors 


Page Total 


2 Joly IEF 


(* In Thous) 


Amount 


& 110,646 
29,195 


1,713 
1,8h3 


6,311 


uy996 
2,932 
686 
5u9 
61 
1,330 
17h 
30 
1,016 
296 
285 
233 
1,122 
1,327 
uso 
81 
343 


2,28) 
183 
198 
260 


198, 56 


29 
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Line Item 


Army Map Service, Md. 
Cartographic Engineering Hidg 


White Sands Proving Ground, I. M. 
Up-Range Service Area Dev = Stallion Site 
2 Missile Assembly Bldgs 
Range Instrumentation Fecs 
Shock & Vibration Lab, 


Detroit Arsenal, Michigan 
Command Headquarters Bidg & Facs, OTAC 


Redstone Arseral, Ala. 
Missions Engineering Building 
Presflight Evaluation Lab (PL 161/8))* 
BOQ = 60=man 
l EM Barracks (326-man) 
2 h=Co Messes 
2 4=Co Admin & Supply Bldgs 
Heating Plant 


Fort McNair, D. C. 
Academic Building (ICAF) (PL 968/8h) 


General Authorization 
(Design - $18,000) 
(Minor Construction - %8,000) 
Page Total 


Cumulative Total 


1959 


(% In Thous) 


Ancunt 


1,913 


1,10 
68); 
3,773 
S97 


5,666 


4, 3L5 
1,004 
1,82 
2,567 
61:3 
37 
1L5 


3,861 


26,000 


53,1437 


252,001 
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Price ws Fy Me TE 








(4 In Thous) 
Prior=- 
ity No. Line Item Amount 
1 Korea Utilities 90h, 
Classified 7,143 
2 SETAF Classified 3,619 
3 Europe Classified 2,700 
France 10 4,063 
5 Germany= Classified 7,992 
USMA 
6 Cadet Barracks, 526-man L,95u 
7 Alterations to Existing Hospital 470 
8 Modernization of Camp Buckner 420 
Fort Lewis, Wash 
9 Post Engr Maint Shop 826 
Fort McClellan, Ala 
10 Telephone Exchange Hidg 90 
Fort Rucker, Ala 
11 Flight Simlator Bldg 195 
Fort Riley, Kans 
12 Flight Simulator Bldg 105 
13 Sewage Treatment Plant (Custer Hill) 369 
1h Extension Water System (Custer Hill) 158 
15 Telephone Exchange Bldg (Custer Hill) 102 
Yuma Test Station, Ariz 
16 Post Signal Hidg 173 
Fort Bragg, N. C. 
17 Unit Operations Bldg (RW) 89 
18 Aircraft Fuel Stge & Dispensing 43 
19 Ammunition Surveillance Workshop 107 
Fort McClellan, Ala 
20 Station Hospital 3,331 
Fort Knox, Ky 
21 Central Heating Plant, Ord Shops 359 
Fort Benj Harrison, Ind 
22 Consolidated EM Mess 661 
Page Total 38, 88h, 
Cumulative Total 290,885 
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(© In Thous) 
Prior= 
ity No. Line Item Amount 
Fort Ord, Calif 
23 Commissary Sales Store 836 
Cold Regions Engineering Laboratory, N. He 
2h Main Laboratery Building (PL 21/85)* 1,291 
Schofield Barracks Mil Res., TH 
25 Cold Storage Warehouse (PL 161/8) 700 
Carlisle Barracks, Pa. 
26 Hospital, 50/100 beds 1,920 
27 Land Acquisition 35h 
General Authorization £5955 
28 (Capehart Off-site Utilities = $4,500) 
29 (Rehabilitation of Sub-standard Housing - 8500) 
30 (Support of Surplus Commodity Housing - “955) 
Carlisle Barracks, Pa. 
31 36 Family Quarters (Reprogram Prior Auth 1,080 
PL 161/8h) 
Fort Benning, Ga. 
32 25 Family Quarters (Reprogram Prior Auth 605 
PL 161/8h) 
Fort Benj Harrison, Ind. 
33 33 Family Quarters (Reprogram Prior Auth 825 
PL 161/8)) 
Fort Shafter, Hawaii 
3h 6 Family Quarters (Reprogram Prior Auth 2,578 
PL 161/6h) 
Fort Ord, Calif 
35 Aircraft Fuel Stge & Dispensing (RW) 68 
Fort McClellan, Ala 
36 Gas Chamber (CCTC) (PL 968/6L)# 7 
37 Officers Field Ration Mess (CCTC) (PL 968/8h)*# 93 
Fort Hood, Texas 
34 2 Pattalion Headquarters Bldgs 113 


Fort Leavenworth, Kans 


39 Communications Ctr Emerg Pwr Sta & 363 
Microwave Hidgs 


Page Total 16,788 


Cumulative Total 307 ,673 


) 
u 
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($ In Thous) 

Prior~ 

ity Nos Line Item Amount 
Fort Lewis, Wash 

LO Motor Shops (Div Arty Motor Park) (PL 968/81) 293 

hl Motor Park Facs (Div Arty) (PL 968/8)) 7h 

42 Hardstand Motor Park (Div Arty) (PL 968/8),) 140 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md. 

43 3 Barracks (326-man) 1,925 

Lb Ea Admin & Supply Hidg 268 

L5 Pattalion Mess 356 

L6 Heating Plant 118 
Fort Lee, Vae 

7 Signal Building 952 

L8 QM Academic Hicg 3,410 

9 BOC (Nurses) 268 
White Sands Proving Ground, Ne M. 

50 B0Q (60-man) 43h 
Fort Detrick, Md. 

51 FM Barracks w/Mess & Admin 795 
Fort Meade, Md. 

52 EM Barracks w/o Mess (PL 968/8l,)+ A 

53 BOQ (Nurses Qtrs) (PL 968/8))+ L8 
Fort Huachuca, Ariz 

Su 3 EM Barracks (326-man) 1,88h 

55 Pn Mess Building LL8 

56 Pn Acmin & Supply Hidg 307 

57 Heating Plant 143 
Fort Eustis, Va. 

58 3 EM Barracks (326—man) 1,960 

59 Pn Mess Fidg 335 

60 Bn Admin & Supply Hidg 2h1 

61 Heating Plant 170 
Fitzsimons Army Hospital, Colo 

62 EM Bks w/o Mess (Medical) 733 

63 2-Co Admin & Supply Bldg 129 

Page Total 15,515 
Cumlative Total 323,188 
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Prior- 


ity Nos Line Item 


Fort Dix, New Jersey 
EM Barracks w/o Mess (Medical) 


65 BOQ (88-Iiurses) 
66 2-Co adnin & Supply Hidg 
67 2 EM bks (326-man) 
68 5 Co Mess 
69 5 Co Admin & Supply Bldg 
70 Heating Plant 
Army Chemical Center, Md. 
71 EM Barracks (326=man) 
72 Bn Mess Building 
73 Bn Admin & Supply Bldg 
74 Heating Plant 
Fort Benning, Ga, 
75 EM Parracks w/o Mess (Medical) 
76 BOQ (Nurses) 
Fort Rucker, Ala 
77 2 EM arks (326<man) (PL 21/85) 
78 Pn Mess (PL 2h1/85) 
79 Pn Admin & Supply Bldg (PL 21/85) 
80 FM Eks w/Mess & Admin (Ozark AAF) 
81 1 Student Dormitory 
82 3 Co Admin & Supply Hidgs 
83 Heating Plant 


Fort Hood, Texas 


8), 3 EM Barracks (326=man) 

85 Bn Mess Bldg 

86 Pn Admin & Supply Bldg 
Fort Leavenworth, Kans 

87 21) EM Barracks w/Mess 
Fort Ord, Calif. 

88 2 EM Barracks 

89 Pn Mess Building 

90 Pn Admin & Supply Hldg 

91 Heating Plant 


Schofield Barracks, Hawaii 
92 Bachelor Officers Quarters 


Page Total 


Cumulative Total 


1 


59 


(3 In Thous) 


Amount 


762 
746 
116 
1,283 
420 
275 
147 


1,282 
352 
270 
7 


58h 
660 


1,329 
309 
208 
972 
787 
152 

75 


2,096 
379 
251 


1,280 
359 
255 
143 


593 


16,945 


340,133 
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(% In Thous) 
Prior- 
itv No. Line Item Amount 
Fort Benj Harrison, Ind 
93 Reconvert Bldgs 114 & 115 to Brks 122 
94 Reconvert ) Bldgs to arks (PL 968/8h) 140 
ASA O/S 
Location 276 Classified 
95 1,578 


Location 1 


96 


Wil.dwoo 


07 


yf 


Locat 
98 


Signal 

Pacific 
99 

Pacific 


100 


Classiried 


Ww 


d Station 


(Ineludes $14 - General Purpose Warehouse) (PL 968/6L)+# 


a7 


OM ci 


1 Rehabilitation of Building (PL 968/8h) 
tr) / 

Scatter System Facility #8 

Scatter System Facility #13 


840 


175 


378 


166 


Pacific Scatter System Facility #2 
101 156 
Pacific Scatter System Facility #5 
102 230 
Pacific Scatter System Facility #7 
103 183 
Pacific Scatter System Facility #10 
10 108 
Pacific Scatter System Facility #11 
105 109 
Fairbanks Permafrost Research Area, Alaska 
106 78 Land Acquisition 7 
ACAN Gateway Station 
107 Classified 4,635 
Page Total 9,169 
Curmlative Total 349, 302 
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Prior- 


ity 


Fort Bliss, Texas 


108 
109 


Fort 
110 
323. 
112 


Fort 
113 


Europ 
114 


Camp 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 


Sill, Okla. 


Rucker, Ala 


e 


nD 


Desert 


Rock , 


Line Item 


Communications Center (1st Incr) 
Wing Addn, Ord Field Maint Shop 


Pn Motor Repair Shop & Facs. 
Fn Heedquarters & Admin Bldg 
Regimental Chapel (PL 161/8L)* 


Laboratory Classroom (AA Sch. L 22) 


EUCOM Security Facility 


Nevada 

EM Barracks (17-man) 

3 EM Mess Hldgs 

2 Officers Field Messes 

FOQ (S8-man) 

Orenance & Signal Maint Shop 
Water Supply System 

19 EM Latrines - Off & &M 


White Sands Proving Ground, Ne M. 


122 
123 
12h 
125 


Fort 
126 
127 
128 


Fort 
129 
130 
532 


Eustis, Vao 


Meade, Md. 


Dental Clinic 

Chapel (600-seat) w/REF 
Commissary 

Ext of Gas Distr Lines (PL 968/8l) 


Training Command Hdaqrs Hldg 
Taxiway (FW) 
Access Aprons & Facs 


Airfield Paving (FW) & Fac 
Aircraft Fuel Storage & Dispensing 
Airfield Lighting (FW) 


Walter Reed Army Medical Center, D. C. 


132 


Army Medical Research Institute (PL 161/8!:)* 


Fort Shafter, Hawaii 


133 





Warehouse & Engr Maintenance Shop 


Page Total 


Cumulative Total 


8 


($ In Thous) 


Amount 


490 
636 


23h 
68 
107 


89 


hos 


955 
192 

93 
759 

99 
273 
521 


265 
“6k 
254 

53 


Tub 
6 
138 
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(¢ In Thous) 

Prior~ 

ity line Item Anourt 
Fort Berning, Ga 

134 Taxiway (Fw) 2hh 
135 Aircraft Parking Are2s (RW & Fw) LO 
1.36 Aecess Aprons & Facs (RW) 32h: 
137 Taxivay Lighting (Fw) 150 
133 2 Unit Operation Bldgs (Rw) 195 
139 Flight Simulator Bldg (Lawson AAF) 152 
140 Hergar w/snop (Rw) 651 
Fort Brags, Ne Ce 

V1 Airfield Lighting System 97 
14,2 Flight Simlator Hldg lu 
143 Unit Operations Bldg. (Div Avn) 95 
Fort Rucker, Ala 

Wh Aircraft Paint Shop 136 
Fort Hood, Texas 

is Texiway (F./) 60 
146 Aircreft Access Aprons & Facs (FM) 172 
147 Flicht Control Tower 13 
1:8 Unit Operations Hidg (Ri/) 92 
1:9 Flignt Sinmmiator Aldg 118 
150 Hangar w/shops (FM) 585 
151 Aircraft Parts Stge Hidg (RW) 6 
Fort Riley, Kans 

152 Unit Cperations Bldg (%/) 9h 
Fort Ord, Calif, 

153 Taxiway & 2 Rump Areas (Fw) 166 
15h Access & Parking éprons (FW) & Fees 208 
155 Aircraft Parking Aree (RW) 326 
156 Control Tower 105 
157 Airfield Lighting System 109 
158 2 Unit Operations Eidgs 177 
159 Field Operations Hidg 53 
160 Flight Simlator Fide ol 
161 Hanzar w/o shops (FW) 470 
162 2 Aircraft Parts Stee Hides 78 
Fort Knox, Ky 

163 2 Trainfire I Panges 157 
Fort Hood, Texas 

16h 3 Trainfire I Ranges 233 
Fort Riley, Kans 

165 3 Trainfire I Panges 2b5 

Page Total 6,297 
Cumulative Total 367,921 
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Curmlative Total 


10 


(% In Thous) 
Prior- 
ity Line Item Amount, 
Fort Campbell, Ky. 
166 2 Trainfire I Ranges 183 
Fort Bragg, Ne Co 
167 3 Trainfire I Ranges 220 
Fort Lewis, Wash 
168 3 Trainfire I Renges 259 
Fort Devens, Mass 
169 2 Trainfire I Ranges 171 
Fort Meade, Md. 
170 Trainfire I Range 98 
Fort McClellan, Ala 
171 Trainfire I Range 8h 
General Authorization 2,000 
172 (Access Roads - $2,000) 
Fort Huachuca, Ariz 
173 3 Motor Repair Shops & Facs 385 
17h Hardstand Motor Park Area 272 
175 Pn Headquarters Hidg w/classrm 159 
176 2 Warehouses (PL 968/8),)+# 127 
Fort Monmouth, Ne de 17 
177 Branch Post Exchange (PL 161/8),)+ 
178 Chapel w/REF (PL 161/8i)* 73 
Granite City Engineer Depot, Ill. 
179 Equipment Processing Shop (FL 161/8)# 586 
Fort George G. Meade, Md. 
180 Clothing & Equipment Repair Shop (PL 161/8)* 17 
181 Operations & Adm Bldg (PL 968/8),)* 6 
182 Maintenance Hangar & Shop (PL 968/8)+# 33 
183 Power & Heating Plant (PL 968/8),)* 11 
184 Regimental Chapel (300-seat) (PL 161/8l:)* 85 
Fort Belvoir, Va. 
185 Petroleum Distr Test Fac (ERDL) (PL 968/8l)+* hé 
Fort Benning, Ga. 
186 Warehouse with Rail Spur (PL 161/84) 132 
4,Jor 
Page Total 
372,985 
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($ In Thous) 


Prior- 
ity. Line Item Amount 
Fort Knox, Kentucky 
187 5 Battalion Classrm Hidg (PL 161/8h) 329 
188 Rattalion Headquarters Bldg (PL 161/8L) 59 
189 Complete Armored Sch Motor Park (PL 968/8)) 270 
190 Complete Range Road Motor Park (PL 968/8L) 64 
Fort Carson, Colo 
191 Regimental Headquarters (PL 968/86) 171 
192 2 Battalion Classroom Hidgs (PL 968/8);) 161 
193 13 Ammunition Igloos (PI. 9468/8) 388 
Fort Riley, Kans 
19h Regimental Headquarters (PL 968/8l)+# 33 
Fort Hood, Texas 
195 Regimental Gym with Handball Court (PL 968/8),)* 6 
196 4 Battalion Storage Hldgs (PL 968/8);)+ 32 
197 Regimental Chapel (PL 161/8)) 22 
198 Regimental Chapel (PL 968/8))+ 8h 
Kawaihae Harbor, Hawaii 
199 LST Facility 2h,0 
Fort Campbell, Ky 
200 Motor Repair Shop 112 
201 Dental Clinic, 28-chair 502 
202 Pn Headquarters Hid¢ 50 
Fort Ord, Calif 
203 Fire & Rescue St.ation 59 
20h 2 Regimental Disnensaries (PL 161/8l,)* 27 
205 Main Fntrance Road (PL 161/8) 97 
206 Reranch Post Exchange (PL 968/8))+* 
Baywood Fark, Calif 
207 Land Acquisition hh 
USMA 
208 Extension of Sewer (Washington Hall to 148 


Hudson River) (PL 161/8,)+* 


Killeen tase, Texas 


209 Sipnal Maintenance Shop 31 
Lake Meade Base, Nevada 
210 NCO Mess 161 
3424 
Page Total 
Cumulative Total 
376,307 


il 








40 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 


Prior- 

ity No. Line Item 

Vint Hill Farms Station, Ve. 

211 Post Engr Composite Bldg (PL 151/3h)* 
Fort Sheriden, Ill 

212 Cold Storage Warehouse (PL 161/8h) 
Fort Lewis, wash 

213 Yakima Training Ctr (PL 968/6h) 

21): Refrigerated warehouse w/centra]l Meat 

Cutting Plant (PL 161/¢h) 

215 EM Service Ciub (PL 161/81) 
Fort Greely, Alaska : 

216 Bobby Shop (PL 161/Ei) 

217 Laundry & Dry Cleaning Plant (PL 161/8h) 


Fort Richardson, Alaska 
218 Addition to Whse Bldg #10C (PL 161/6h) 


Panema Canal Zone 
219 Sewage Disposal System (PL 968/8h) 
Red River Arsenal, Texas 
220 Cartridge Case Renovation Hldg & 
kux Facs (PL 161/8h) 


Sierra Ordnance Depot, Calif 


221 fmmo Normal Maint Hldg (PL 161/€h) 

222 Ammo Demolition & Burning Ground (PL 161/8l) 
Wingate Ordnance Depot, N. Me 

223 Ammo Demolition Pretective Facs (PL 161/68!) 

22h Bomb & Shell Reconditioning Sicg (PL 161/8i) 
Felemano, T. H. 

225 Roads and Parking (?L 968/8L) 

226 EM Service Club & Library (PL 968/8L) 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md. 

227 3 Ammo Igloos and Training Feces (PL 968/€),) 
Dugway Proving Ground, Utah 

228 Cw Field Analysis Pidg. (PL 968/8L)# 

229 Piping & Tower Grid (FL 968/8L)+* 
Rock Islend Arsenal, Il 

230 Rehab Hidg #350 for sutomatic Lata 

Processing Sys 
231 Firewalls (Hldg 299) (PL 161/8h) 
Page Total 


Cumulative Total 





(S$ In Thous) 


121 
343 


610 


c! 
Lo 


523 


140 


733 
32 


177 
L55 


or 


vin 


570 
37 
6,801 


IG3,/10 
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Pricr-= 
ity Ho. Line Item 
Fort Riley, Kans 
232 Theater w/o Stage (10CO seat) (PL 161/81) 
233 Reginental Gyrmasium (FL 968/8!,)# 
Crenite City Engineer Depot, D1 
3L Blocking and Banding Shop (PL 161/8h) 
Fort Shafter Kawaii 
235 Fire Station 
Joint Task Force - 7 
236 Mess Building Addn 
237 4 EM Barracks (72—nan) 
Fort Lewis, Wash 
238 Theater w/o Stage (PL 161/8h) 
Fort Detrick, Md. 
239 Extension to Parking Area "A"(PL 968/81) 
24,0 Warehouses WS, 6, 8, & 9 (PL 9€8/8L) 


Fort Ritchie, Md. 
2h2 Armmnition Storage Igloo 
Alue Grass Ordnance Depot, Ky 
23 fmmo Cleaning and Painting Hidg 
& Facs (PL 1621/8) 


Fort Benning, Ga. 


2bh Theater w/o Stage (1,000 seat) (PL 161/8) 
Fort McClellan, Ala 

2us Heavy Equipment Shop (PE) (PL 161/84) 

2.6 Box and Crate Shop (PE) (PL 161/8h) 

2h7 2 Post Exchanges WAC (CCTC) (PL 161/8h) 
Bossier 3ase, La 

28 Hobby Shop 
Sandia Pase, N. Me 

29 Evaporative Cooling, WAC Kes & BOQ's 

Page Total 


Total Funding Recuest 


*hdmendiments to Pricr Years! 13 
Authorizations 





132 
300 


43 


*$@ 


39 


3F/2 


376, O22 








DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


FISCAL YEAR 1959 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
FUNDING PRIORITY LIST 


NOTE: Priority 194 has been inserted. This, in effect, raises all 
subsequent priorities one greater than the printed priority. 
Cumlative totals have been changed to reflect this insertion. 
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Class of Est 
Priority Facility Activi Line I Cost Year 
1 Ord Vv Li 


POLARIS Facilities incl. land Acquisition 11,677,000 1959 


2 Comm v Ss Sash C ty, M 
Utilities & Ground Improvements (2nd inc.) 13,475,000 1959 


3 Comm Nav Stat "as M 
Electric Power Facilities (2nd incr. 2,628,000 1959 
4 Comm Navel Radio Station, Washington County, Mes 
Fuel Facility 887,000 1959 
5 Comm Nava S "as County, Me 
VLF Antenna Facilities (2nd increment 21,664,000 1959 
6 Comm Neval Radio Facility (R), Port Lyautey, F.M. 
Radio Receiving Facilities 519,000 1959 
7 Comm Nav U As Eri 
Radio Receiving Facilities 1,180,000 1959 
8 Pers t SF- 
Classified Item 200,000 1959 
9 Y&D Vi 
Planning and Design (1st portion) 10,000,000 1951 
10 YaD Vv 


Minor New Construction (Including Correct- 
ion of Inadecuate Housing) 1st portion 3,000,000 1957 


i Yad Various Locations 

Capehart Housing Support (1st portion) 2,000,000 1952 
R Yad Vv 

Commodity Credit Housing Support (1st 

portion) 1,000,000 1955 

13 Y&D Vv 

Replace. of Damaged Facs. (1st portion) 1,000,000 1957 
Le Ships Puget Sound Noval Shinyard. Bremertape “ashe 

Carrier Repair Site (list increment 25,438,000 1958 
15 Ships vi P. 

NAVOL Storage Building 159,000 1959 
16 Ships Naval Submrine Bese, New London, Couns 

Modernize Communication Facilities 277,000 1959 
17 Ships 

Replece Piers 12 ami 13 1,970,000 1959 
18 Ord = 

Improvement of Security Facilities 145,000 1959 
19 ONR Navi i G FY 

Classified Project 63,500,000 '58&9 
19% = Ord Ordnance Aerophysics Laboratory, Doingerfield, Tex, 

High Energy Fuel Systen 1,459,000 1958 
20 Ord Applied Physics Laboratory, Howard County, Mi, 

Burner Laboratory Building 1,452,000 1958 


— ——___—_ 


1 é /@3 630 ooo 
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Class of Est. 
Priority Facility Activity snd Line Item Cost Year 
21 Ord A P 0) Ho % Md 
Access Road 107,000 1953 
22 Aer Navol Station, Roosevelt Roads, P. R 
Classified Facility 198,000 1959 
23 Ord Navel Ordnance Laboretory, Corona, Calif, 
Guided Missile Fuze Test Facility 392,000 1959 
24 Ord Naval Ord ce Laborat Cc 
Laboratory Facilities 118,000 1959 
25 Ord Nava } 
Modernize Aeroballistic its 2nd 
increment) 601,000 1959 
26 Ord Classified Locati AC- 
AST Facility 1,236,000 1959 
27 rd Classified Location (WC-2 
AS Facility 538 OC ‘ 1959 


19,000 1959 















’ 
Aer notion co ¥ 
eive, Assemble, Maintain, Issue and 
Store (RAMIS) Facility 403,000 1957 
3 
Air Station, Patuxent 4, 307,000 E 
- Runray and Taxiray 1959 
2) ™ 
530,000 1959 
2 r 
2,1%,000 195€ 
323 her 
£23 00 1906 
’ 1 
34, neY we ire 
Air Force Base, Camp Springs os 
Sperntions and Administrat sui lading QO 1959 
Navel A ir} Fa aia owers Ficld, Andrers 
p : ¢ $ 3 
57 on 1959 
’ 
é her 
313, Oy 1069 
, , 





ony yor 
26F, ‘ 

14 1OK0 
, 026,000 

r 9539, 00l 1959 
t this Pnve 1, 354, 0 
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MILITARY 

Class of 

Priority Facility 
41 Aer 
42 Aer 
LL Aer 
45 Aer 
46 Aer 
47 Aer 
48 Aer 
49 Ker 
50 Aer 
51 Aer 
52 Aer 
53 Aer 
54 Aer 
55 Aer 
56 Aer 
57 her 
58 Aer 
59 her 
60 Aer 


CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 















Est. 
Activ and Line I Cost Year 
Neval Air Facility, Towers Field, Andrevs 
Force Base, Camp Sprin 
Bachelor Officers! Quarters and Mess 945,000 1959 
Navel Air i TS 
Air Force Base, Camp Sprin Ma 
Roads and Utilities 2,192,000 1958 
1959 
AEF 
Communications Facility 591,000 1956 
N Air Miss Cc 
Runmay Extension incl, Lond Acquisition 4,190,000 1958 
Naval Air Miss t Cal 
Hanger : 1,990,000 1959 
Naval Air Missile Test Center, Pt, Mugu, Cal, 
Marine Detachment Facilities 441,000 1959 
Navol Air Missile Test Center, Pt. Mugu, Cal, 
Instrumentation Building Addition 532,000 1959 
Naval Air Missile Test Center, Pt, Mugu, Cal, 
Supply Department Facilities = Point 
Arguello 180,000 1959 
Neva] Air Missile Test Center, Pt. Mugu, Cal, 
Fuel Storage Improvements 246,000 1959 
Noval Air Missile Test Center, Pt, Mugu, Cal, 
Missile Handling Puildings 244,000 1959 
lave) Air Miss Cal 
Communications sSullding Me 201,000 1959 
Naval Air Missile Tes 
_ - Point Arguelio 570,000 1959 
Naval Aix Missile Test Center, Pt, Mugu, Cal, 
Bachelor Officers' Quarters = Pt, Arguello 247,000 1959 
Navn 
Bachelor Quarters - Civilian ond EM (SNI) 978,000 1959 
Noval Air Missile Test Center, Pt. Mugu, Cal, 
Component Test Building 1,778,000 1959 
Navel Air Missile Test Center, Pt. Mugu, Cal, 
Range Operations Building 720,000 1959 
Naval Air Missile Test Center, Pt, Mugy, Cal, 
Sea Level Climatic Simulation Facility 1,652,000 1959 
Naval fir Missile Test Cent Cal 
Mcdification of Communication Systen 203,000 1959 
Naval A 
Altitude and Shock Facility 409,900 1959 
Total this Page 18,496,000 


Cumuletive Total 


293480 ,400 











MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 


Priority 
61 


€2 


63 


65 


67 


70 


71 


73 


7 


7€ 


72 


Ran 


29525 O 


Class of 
Facility 


Aer 


Aer 


Aer 


Aer 


her 


Ships 


Ships 


Fleet 


Fleet 


S&A 


H 


















APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 
Est. 
Activity end Line Itep Cost - Year 
Tracking Photo Facility 173,000 1959 
yy 
Security Fencing - Point Arguello 167,000 1959 
yj 
Explosive Ordnance Opernting Building %,000 1959 
Noval-hiz Minadle-Teot Centers Fis Baga, fats 
Range Operntions Building Addition (SNI 162,000 1959 
v i 
Telemetry Building - San Nicolas Island 466,000 1959 
y: P y Cal 
Technice1 Shops = Point Arguello 435,000 1959 
Vv} 
Cefeteria = Point Arguello 100,000 1959 
Vv M ) Ca 
Additional Roads and Utilities 223,000 1959 
val A P. Ca 
Rocket Motor Test Facility 364,000 1959 
nvi G G 
Sewage Treatment Plant Addition 293,000 1958 
d CINCLA N Vv 
Operntional Control Center (2nd incr.) 348,000 1958 
Noval S e c 
Subsidence Remedial Measures (3rd incr.) 500,000 1959 
Naval Facility, Cepe May, New Jersey 
Bench Erosion Control 141,000 1959 
14,200,000 1959 
Nuclear Pover School 1,368,000 1959 
Neval Stat Nerpo R Is 
Recreational Facilities 917,000 1957 
1959 
1,602,000 1957 
199 
1,716,000 1959 
Dredging Base Approaches 2,546,000 1959 
vol Supply Center, Norfo Virgi 
Alterations for Flectronic Data Processing 
Machine Installation 228,000 1959 
Total this Page 25,784,000 


Curmletive Total 


224, Aketooo 
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Priority 
81 


83 


g« 


86 


89 


95 


96 


100 


4 


Class of 
Facility 


S&A 


Fleet 


Ord 


MarCorps 


Pers 


ONR 


Aer 


Aer 


Aer 


, 
aer 


aer 


Aer 


Aer 









MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 
Fst. 
Activity and Line Item Cost Year 
val S 
Alterations for Electronic Data Processing 
Machine Installation 146,000 1959 
Naval Station, Newport, Rhode Island 
Messhall 1,048,000 1959 
§ c 
Aviation Parts Warehouse 129,000 1959 
C s 
Non-Commissioned Officers' Quarters and 
Mess (Open) 364,000 1957 
Naval Ammunition Depot, Bangor, Pash, 
Medium Caliber Ammmition Renovation Fac. 86,000 1959 
Naval Proving Ground, Dahlgren, Virginis 
Vibration Test Facility 44,000 1959 
Noval Receiving Station, Washington, D.C; 
Retrenchment of Facilities 650,000 1959 
Naval Research Laboratory, “ashington, D.C. 
Addition of 4th Floor, Nuclear Research 
Building 192,000 199 
Public Forks C G io 
Additional Power Facilities 3%,000 1959 
Novnl Ay Air S$ on 1 
Runway Extension 2,187,900 1958 
Nova] Auxiliary Landing Field, San Clemente 
Califa 
Waterfront Facilities - Wilson Cove 7L4,000 1958 
Novol Air Facili 
Ammunition Stornge Facility 165,000 1959 
Morine Corps A ia Stat Fea a 
South Caroling 
Capehart Housing Access Road 317,000 1953 
Noval Auxiliery Air Stotion, Meyport, Flos 
Carrier and Fscort Berths including Land 
Acouisition 4,383,000 1959 
Navnl huxiliery Air Station, Moyport, Fla, 
Ship Fueling Facilities 1,822,000 1959 
ili hir Stat Me 
Stornge and Transit Warehouse 352,000 1959 
Novel Auxiliary A Statio 
Enlisted Men's Club 395,000 1959 
Novel Auxilinry Air Station, Mo 2 
Aeouisition of Land 1,440,000 1959 
Novol A liary Air Station, Ma Fla 
Outdoor Recreation Facilities 194,000 1959 
Wis Air Stat 
Cold Storage nrehouse 221,000 1959 
Total this Pnge 15,214,000 


Cumulative Total 
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Class of Est. 
ority Facility Activity ond Line Item Cost Year 


10l 0s Aer Mevol Aunbliarr bit Stable Mereart. Fld. 

Commissioned Officers' Mess (Open 207,000 1959 
1m Aer Hora) Aue are fir Stapjon. Marnorks Fins 

Petty Officers’ Mess (Open 38,0007 59 





103 Aer y s 

Indoor Recreation Facilities 138,000 1959 
104 Aer vo] A s 

Utilities and Services (1st increment 351,000 1959 
105" Aer Noval Air Station, Lemoore, Calif. * 

Hangar 2,610,000 1958 
106 Aer Noval Air Station, Lemoore, Calif, 

Fuel Storage and Distribution System 1,171,000 1958 
107 Aer Noval Air Station, Lemoore, Calif. 

Control Tower 297,000 1958 
108 Aer v2 Ss 

Barracks 3,910,000 1959 
109 Aer Neve) Air S$ Ca 

Messhall 1,435,000 1959 
110 Aer Novel bir Station, Lemoore, California 

Bachelor Officers' Quarters 1,181,000 1959 
lll Aer vol Air Stat Le Qo 

Utilities (2nd increment 796,000 1959 
112 her Nav: a Stct ai 

Roads 156,000 1959 
113 Aer val Air S 

Aircraft Parking (2nd increment 1,737,000 1959 
114 Ler Naval Air Stction, Lemoore, Calif. 

Fuel Storage & Distribution System (2nd 

increment) 1,839,000 1959 

115 Aer Navai ti moore, Cal 

Remote Receiver Building 500,000 1959 
116 Aer Naval Air Lemoo: j 

Remote Transmitter Building 950,000 1959 
117 Aer Nav Stat L 

Operations Puilding 609,000 1959 
118 Aer Naval Air Stet Le 

Administration Building 518,000 1959 
19 Aer Nav Station, Lem 

Tactical Air Navigation Facility 237,000 1959 
12 her Naval Air Stati Lemoore, Cali 

Crash Fire Station 258,000 1959 

Total this Page 19,289,000 


Cummlative Total 


2<é/ Pervoeo 
a 4 


* General Reduction of $2,000,000 NAS LEMOORE 
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66.3% of SY Fol 000: 4272.4 ht 


First Priority 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 





Class of 
Priority Facility 
ri Aer 
2 Aer 
123 Aer 
4 Aer 
25 Aer 
R6 Aer 
126A Aer 
(1 R7 Aer 
| 28s Aer 
Rg her 
130 Aer 
131 Aer 
1x2 Aer 
133 Aer 
134 Aer 
135 Aer 
136 Aer 
137 Aer 
138 Aer 
139 MarCorps 


Activity and Line Itep 
Transportation Shops and Offices 
Cold Storage 
Supply Varehouse 


Liouid Oxygen Transfer Building 


Noval Air Station, Lemoore, Calif, 


Navy Exchange 


Outdoor Recreation Facilities 


sc 
Training Building 


¢ P. Cc 
Hangars 
Navel Air Station, Harvey Point, N.C. 
Dispensary 
8 H.C 
Administration Building 
Nevo] Air Station, Harvey Point, N.C. 
Barracks 
Vv: P. Cc. 
Messhall 


i P 
Bachelor Officers' Quarters vith Mess 


Navo]l Air Stetion, Harvey Point, N.C. 


Grounds Dra inage 


v: Ha 
Aircraft Parking Area 


vi , P. N 
Navigntion Aids 


Novel Air Station, erzex Point, Ks Cs 
Seadrome Lighting (2nd increment 


v s P. 
Mooring Bucys 


Engineer Academic and Instruction Building 564,000 1958 


Total this Page 


Cumuletive Total 





APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 


Est. 
Cost Year 


524,000 1959 


199,000 1959 


555,000 1959 


93,000 1959 


226,000 1959 


100,000 1959 


Marine Corps Aa tlie Air Station, Yumm, Ariz. 8,946,000 1959 
Runway, Taxiway & 


337,000 1959 | 
4,830,000 1959 | 
707,000 1959 | 
303,000 1959 
1,645,000 1959 
471,000 1959 bir susoee 
379,000 1959 | 
63,000 1959 | 
735,000 1959 


554,000 1959 


1,137,000 1959 





54,000 1959 | 





14,517,000 


27 /fF 000 
aD 








MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 


| prtorter 


ul 


16 Us 
u oug9 


150 


151 


153 


154 


155 


156 


157 
Nas 


i§ 158 


159 


Clase of 
Facility 


MarCorps 


MorCorps 


Ma rCorps 


Ord 


Ord 


Pers 


Pers 


Pers 


Pers 


Aer 


Aer 


her 


Aer 


Aer 


Aer 


Aer 


Aer 


APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 51 
Est. | 
Activity ani Line Ites Coes Your | 
Support Facilities 2,187,000 1957 } 
Head Facilities, Butler Stadium 48,000 1958 
Merine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island, S.C. 
Barracks 1,501,000 1958 
Guided Missile Support Facility type B) 694,000 1959 
Guided Missile Support Facilities 2,517,000 199 
Noval Var College, Newport, Rhode Island 
Air Conditioning ond Fire Protection - 
Sims Hall 273,000 1959 
Vi 
Communications School 4,199,000 1959 
vi 
Guided Missile School Annex 1,184,000 1959 
$s Vv 
Academic and Administration Building 4,643,000 1959 
Noval Auxiliary Air S 
Outlying Field Blackreter D including Land 
Acouisition 4,679,000 wy 
" 4 - FoI o2000 
Access Road - Blackmter D 20,000 1951 
vol S « 
Commmications and Radar Facilities 3,186,000 1959] 
Noval Stction, Roosevelt Bonds, Puerto Rico ‘ triaue 
Telephone System 455,000 1958 | 
Noval Air Station, Agana. M. I, 
Runenay Extension including Land « 
Acouisition 224,000 1959 | 
Neval Air Station, Agana, Ms Te 
Land Acouisition 67,000 1959 
val Air S$ i M 
Aircreft Parking Area 2,538,000 1956 &¢ 952000 
199 
v s 
Communicntion Facilitics 223,000 1959 
e A s 
Ca 
Runvay Extension incl, Land Acouisition 4,352,000 1959 
Me Riv N =~ 
Aircraft Porking Area 767,800-— 1959 
©63,c000 3 
c A River, N #94 00c 
Fuel Stornge Facilities 2%,000 1959 | 
Total this Page 37,893,000 


Cumulative Total 


F2y, 972,000 








52 
Priority 
‘7 Wl 


1p 162 


(aes 





164 
165 
| 
166 
67 
| 168 
| 169 
‘0 
Nee 
ae 171 
a/ YR 
42 173 
23 i 
a4 175 
as 176 
ace 177 
27 178 
22 179 
297 180 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 


Class of 
Facility 
Aer 
Yap 
Aer 
Aer 


Aer 


Aer 


her 


Yad 


Aer 


Aer 


Aer 


her 


Aer 


Aer 





APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 
Est. 
Activity and Line Item Cost Year 
/, VeF 200 
Aircraft Parking Area 199 
zs Fi Vv 
Power Plant Cooling Tower 120,000 1958 
> 
Target Facility 130,000 199 | 
Smll Arms Shop 53,000 1959 
Commmnity Facilities 331,000 1959 
Heating Plant 84,000 1959 >/ 30700¢ 
Roads and Parking 227,000 1959 
Classified Location = 
Vater Supply and Treatment Plant 84,000 1959 
8 Loce - 
Security Fence 200,000 1959 
Lo = 
Classified Item 198,000 1959 
Me Cc 4ir S P. 
Radar Air Traffic Control Center and 
Communication Circuits 379,000 1959 
F c G 
Additional Tater Facilities 555,000 199 
Nevol Air Stat A 
Liouid Oxygen Transfer Building 114,000 1959 
vol Air Stat ‘acks onville 
Licuid Oxygen Transfer Building 74,000 1959 
Naval Auxilis Air § ion 
Liquid Oxygen Transfer Building 80,000 1959 
Noval Air Stotion, Pensacola, Florida 
Pier Construction 3,512,000 1958 
Noval Air Station, Cecil Field, Flo, 
Jet Engine Maintenance Shop 1,252,000 1959 
Navel $ j R R P 
Ready Jet Fuel Storage and Pipeline 638,000 1959 
Noval Station, Bermuda, B. T. J. 
Causerny Protection 683,000 1959 
Naval A 2 M 
Beach Frosion Control 425,000 1959 
Total this Inge 12,297,000 


Cumulative Total 


333,786 ooco 





Priority 
3¢ 181 


193 
194 


| 195 





MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 53 


Class of 
Facility 


Aer 


Aer 


her 


Aer 


Aer 


Aer 


Aer 


her 








Est. 
Activity ond Line Item Cost Tear 
vi I 
Limited Berthing Facilities 1,271,000 1959 
Novo) Auxiliory Air Station, Meridian, Mise, 796,000 = 
Hangar 198 
val A 
Cadet Quarters 500,000 1959 
4irS M. | 
Communication Facilities 852,000 1959 
1 s M 
Navigation Aids 52,000 1959 
Neval Auxiliary biz Station, Meridian, Misss 
Radar Air Traffic Control Center 2,437,000 1959 
vi A s 
Tactical Air Navigation Facility 177,000 1959 | 
| 
Navel Auxiliary Air Station, Meridian, Miss. | 
Parachute Loft 118,000 1959 
Noval Auxiliary Air Station, Meridian, Miss, > 18 2¢4,0c¢ 
Public Yorks Shope and Office Building 230,000 1959 | 
oval A fir Stat M Mis 
Supply Facilities 805,000 1959 
Navol A A t yu 
Dispensary 726,000 1959 
Novel Auxiliory Air Station, Meridinn, Miss, 
Ground School and Link Trainer Puilding 501,000 1959 
lnvol Auxili Air $ ion, Meridian 8 
Darrncks 2,497,000 1959 | 
dis Miss | 
Messhall 511,000 1959 | 
| 
Novel Auxilicry ir Station, Meridinn, Miss. 
Pachelor Officers' Quarters with Mess 1,969,000 1959 


169,000 1959 





3,396,000 1959 








, 1D Ne Rhod 
Modernization and Rehabilitation of Stean 
Facilities 2,210,000 1959 





3,060,000 1959 


Totel this Page 26,058,000 
Cumulative Total 


35¥, 73/000 


10 








54 





MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 


Priordty 
34 201 


35° 202 


3¢ 203 


37 204 


3F 205 


39 


4/ 210 
#2 2u1 
43 222 
213 
Sou 
215 


45 216 


46 217 


47 218 


4# 219 


4? 220 


Class of 


Aer 


MarCorps 


MarCorps 


MarCorps 


MarCorps 


MorCorps 


MarCorps 


MarCorps 


MorCorps 


MarCorps 


MerC orps 


Ma rCorps 


MarC orps 


MarCorps 


Yad 


Y&D 


Yad 


Yad 


Activity and Line Item 


Navy Supply Storehouse 


Maintenance Shops 


Head Buildings, Montford Point tise 


increment) 
Morine Corps Schools, Quantico, Vas 
Combat Range 


Electrical System Improvements 
Ysidora Voter Yells 
Fater Supply Vells 


> Cc F C 
LVT Ramp, Camp Del Mar 
Electrical System Improvements 

s : 2 
Exnension of Telephone Systen 
Amfrack Maintenance School 


: Ba P 
Maintenance Shops 


y P 
Utilities, Camp Del Mar 


e 


Darracks, Comp Del Mar 


P. 
Ordnance ond Radar Shops 


Va 


v 


Vv 


Vv 


Vv 


Replacoment of Damged Facilities (2nd 
portion) 


Capehart Housing Support (2nd portion) 


Various Lecations 
Commodity Credit Housing Support (2nd 


portion) 


Minor New Construction (Including 
Correction of Inadecunte Housing) - 
2nd portion 

Locati 
Planning and Design (2nd portion) 
Total this Pnge 


Cumulative Total 


11 


Est. 
Gost ear 


688,000 1959 


294,000 1957 


1,500,000 1958 
168,000 1959 
206,000 1959 
240,000 1959 


130,000 1956 P S¥Eece 
1959 


218,000 1959 
s 
462,000 1959 
280,000 1959 
469,000 1959 
241,000 1959 
1,720,000 1959 


2,258,000 1959 4, 21/1, 00¢ 


233,000 1959 


3,000,000 1957 


1,436,000 1956 


829,000 1955 


3,000,000 1957 
5,450,000 1951 


22,822,000 


3), $$3 C00 








MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 


Priority 
222 


St 
223 


$2 225 


53 226 
34% 227 


SS 228 


5¢ 229 
$7 230 
Sf 231 


5? 222 


6c 233 
pe 
G/ 


42 237 


63 238 


6y 239 


FS 240 


1959 55 


Class of Est. 
Facility Activity and Line Item Gost Year 
Mod \ 
Hospital Facility Replacement 7,788,000 1959 | 
_ be 503 000 
Rediation Exposure Evaluntion Building 715,000 1959} 
Ships 
Dredge Carrier Perths 766,000 1959 
Aer Novel Auxiliary Landing Field, Crows Landing, 
Optical Landing System 47,000 1959 
Aer 
Optical Landing System 142,000 1959 
Aer vol A s 
Optical Landing Systen 175,000 1958 
Pers vi 
Access Road from Harbor Drive to Camp 
Nimits 213,000 1953 
Aer A 
Tactical Air Navigntion Facility 39,000 1958 
Aer t 
Optical Landing System 142,000 1959 
Aer vo] Air © 5 
Sendrome Lighting 182,000 1956 
Pers A ©: m N 
Vv 
Bachelor Officers' Quarters 300,000 1957 & 
1959 
Aer in. vi s d Tas 
Runway 8,479,000 1958 
Aer vy Ss 
Radar Air Traffic Control Center 450,000 1958) 
SH 
her A Air S New Iber 140,000 aa 
Parachute Puilding 198 
Fleet v: N ode Is 
Service Club 661,000 1959 
Yad Ve 
Replacement of Damged Facilities (3rd 
portion) 1,000,000 1957 
Aer vol Air S Vv 
Turbo-jet Engine Test Cell 1,700,000 1954 
Aer vol A Cc 
Lend Acquisition and Obstruction Removal 754,000 1956 
Total this Page 23,835 ,9Ce 


Cumulative Total 


R 


405 2146 eco 
© 4 











56 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 


Priority 
cG 241 
67 242 
CP 243 
6? ake 
70 245 
7 246 

2 247 
73 248 

4 2L9 
75 2508 

7¢ 251 





Pa 


Class of 
Facility Activ Line I 
Aer s ville 
Bombing Targets incl. Land Acquisition 
Aer Naval Air Station, Agane, M. I. 
Guided Missile Support Facility 
Aer eld, Whitehouse, Florida 
land Acauisition and Obstruction Removal 
Aer A Air S$ 
Land Acquisition and Obstruction Removal 
Aer Air Mis 
land Acquisition and Obstruction Removal 
Aer c Vv 
Land Acquisition and Obstruction Removal 
Aer 
Outlying Fields - Land Acquisition and 
Obstruction Removal 
Aer Navel Auxiliary Air Station, Fallon, Nevads 
Yeapons Training Area - Target B-21 
including Land Acquisition 
Aer v A 
Addition to Recreation Building 
Aer Naval Auxiliary Air Station, , Kingsville, Texas 





Barracks 
4 
Accessories Test “ing 
Total this Page 


Cumulative Total 


13 


J 


Est. 
Cost Year 


389,000 1956 

428,000 1958 

390,000 1956 
S.C 

176,000 1956 


42,000 1956 


111,000 1966 


850,000 1956 


694,000 1957 


759,000 1958 


1,041,000 1959 


1,804,000 1955 


9,309,000 


411,936,000 


ue 


a 
> 
a 
_ 


APPROPRIATIONS, 


CONSTRUCTION 


MILITARY 
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POLICY ON PRIORITIES 


Senator Sarronstaty. I have one more question, Mr. Chairman. 

If we cut some of that $342 million and do not put it all back, 
presumably, you would follow these priorities ? 

Mr. Benepicr. That would certainly be true, sir. 

Senator SatstonstaL.. If we put some statement in the report that 
we expected you to follow those priorities, that would be presumably, 
what you would do anyway ? 

Mr. Brenepict. Certainly, yes; yes, sir. 

Senator Sarronsra.. It is the same with cash. If we do not give 
you back all the cash or if the House and Senate conference commit- 
tees cut the amount of cash involved from the $512 million, presum- 
ably, you would follow your priorities there? 

Mr. Benepicr. We would follow the priority list, presumably, sir, 
always barring unforeseen developments. 

Senator SarronsTatyi. So that if our committee looked over those 
priorities and decided that we felt we could not go along with all of 
them this year because of the money involved, we could rely upon the 
Defense Department following those priorities, both in funded and 
in cash ? 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes, sir. 

Senator CHavez. You see, Mr. Secretary, we cannot conclude this 
money bill until the Armed Services Committee gets through with 
theirs. 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes, sir. I understand that. 

Senator Cuavez. Our money items will be based upon what they 
bring out. 

Mr. Benenricr. I understand that, when it comes to detailed projects, 
no final decision will be made until that time. 


GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS 


To provide the committee with a breakdown showing the geograph- 
ical distribution of the construction proposed by our funding pro- 
grams, the following summary is provided: 


{In millions] 


Projects in | 
Projects in |UnitedStates | Projects in Engineering 








continental Territories other over- and other Total 

Funding program UnitedStates | and posses- seas areas | support costs | 

sions 

Military construction: 
Army seieeaieaeiodeh a tiie sanllca $265 $23 $65 $34 | $387 
Navy a Jeera ss : 358 17 A 33 | 413 
Ste Memon. «. eet cree | 868 56 134 73 1, 131 
Naval Reserve - , : 10 |.. prbicennacdl Scvendieh deckinkitioata 1 ll 
Air National Guard tect ANd cn Secs ge al a ed 12 
Loran stations... -- ennegenieenen P Leonean awe Ue ekce eins aioe 20 
Toenl..... iseeeducaneneeal 1, 513 | 96 | 224 141; 1,974 


REAL ESTATE 


New weapons systems continue to be the principal user of addi- 
tional acreage added to our inventory. However, the use of existing 
bases for such sites, wherever available, have kept new acquisition 


29525—58——-7 
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to a minimum and reduced the cost of constructing support facilities. 
Some examples of this practice are the use of Camp Cooke, Calif., 
as a joint missile facility, and the use of Francis E. Warren Air Force 
Base in Wyoming as a support location for an ICBM site. 

A summary of all real-estate acquisitions proposed in all of our 
funding programs is shown in the following tabulation : 








: , i tes i 
Fee | Easement Easement | 
| acquisition | Feecost | acquisition | cost Total cost 
(acres) (acres) 
ea a — ela acetic 

Pe canes — } 3, 953 | $5, 957, 000 | 7,845 | $4, 290, 000 | $10, 247, 000 
Navy..-- ; _ ; 14, 435 | 5, 140, 000 21, 802 | 618, 000 | 5, 758, 000 
BEE WTO “Sc cnsn-cenne 1, 856 1, 227, 000 3, 719 | 275, 000 1, 502, 000 
NES eo cos oan 20, 244 | 12, 324, 000 | 33, 366 | 5, 183, 000 | 17, 507, 000 


| ee | 1 | 





1 Land in addition to that shown above will be required for aircraft control and warning, ballistic missiles, 
and strategic missiles at various locations where the exact acreage and cost have not yet been established. 


FRANCIS E. WARREN AIR FORCE BASE, WYO. 


Senator Cuavez. You mentioned here Francis E. Warren Air 
Force Base in Wyoming. They have a tremendous acreage in that 
base, as I recall, ‘and have had it for many, many years. Are you 
going to acquire some new acreage / 

Mr. Benepicr. No; that is where there will be an ICBM site. That 
was given as the example of one of the armed services using the facil- 
ities of another as against buying new land. 

Senator Cnavez. I see. 


CLOSING OF INSTALLATIONS 


Mr. Benepicr. During hearings on the fiscal year 1958 MCA bill, 
your committee expressed interest in the study which is being con- 
ducted on the closing of installations. This program is made up of 
two categories : 

(a) Installations for which there is no current requirement but for 
which there is a mobilization requirement. These installations are 
deactivated and held in standby and, in some cases, offered for lease 
subject to cancellation in the event of an emergency ; and 

(6) Installations for which the using department has neither a cur- 
rent nor a mobilization requirement. These installations are proc- 
essed through DOD, and, if found to be excess to the requirements of 
the three military departments, are reported to the GSA as excess. 

Closings made under category (a) generally are the result of reor- 
ganization of logistics systems, consolidation of missions and func- 
tions, or accumulation of : adequate stockpiles of end items. 

Closings made under category (6) generally result from modifi- 

cation of 1 requirements due to changes in force levels and technological 
advances, obsolescence, adjustment of requirements to latest mobiliza- 
tion concepts, or urban encroachment. 

This study on the closing of installations was initiated by my office 
in August 1955. Each of the milits ary departments is required to 
review its holdings and measure the suitability of and requirement for 

each installation, in accordance with criteria established by DOD 
Directive 4165.20. Installations, or portions of installations, which 
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are no longer required or which cannot serve essential purposes are 
processed as excess. 
TOTAL EXCESS INSTALLATIONS 


As a result of this study, during the period August 27, 1955, to 
April 1, 1958, a total of 469 installations, or portions thereof, consist- 
ing of 1,841,076 acres of land, representing an acquisition cost of 
$707,910,000, were determined to be excess within the meaning of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended. Altogether, the property so determined, and that which 
currently is being examined within the Department of Defense, con- 
sists of 6,077,501 acres of land on 717 separate installations, which 
represents an acquisition cost of $1,756,082,000. 

Senator Cuavez. Let us go to the 1,841,000 acres representing 
acquisition cost $707.9 million determined to be excess within the 
meaning of the Federal Property Act. What did you do with that? 
Did you turn it over to General Services ? 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes, sir; it was turned over to General Services. I 
have the details here as to how it was, in fact, disposed of. 

Senator Cuavez. How much do you get out of those $707 million ? 
Did another Government agency get it? Does the breakdown show 
that ? 


SALE PRICE OF EXCESS PROJECTS 


Mr. Benepicr. Of the 469 projects, 221 have been reported to GSA. 
These have not all yet been processed. It moves slowly. Now, 248 
are in process of being reported to GSA or disposed of under delega- 
tion in GSA; 36 have been transferred to other Federal agencies or 
otherwise disposed of without reimbursement; 171 in process of being 
disposed of by GSA, and 68 have been actually sold. Of the 68 sold, 
the acquisition cost was $19 million, the appraised fair market value 
was $5,907,000, the sale price was $6,479,000, or 34 percent of the 
acquisition cost, 117 percent of the fair market value appraisement. 

Senator Cuavez. As to the first market value it appears that all 
real estate in the United States is going up except that owned by the 
Government. 

Mr. Benepicr. That is true, Mr. Chairman. 

In a good many cases these are also factories which have been built 
for specified Government use. It is not reasonable to expect to get 
your cost back from them. 

Senator Cuavez. You never do. 

Go ahead. 

Mr. Benepicr. This indicates the accomplishments during the first 
cycle of this disposal program. The second cycle is scheduled to start 
on December 1, 1958. We fully realize that major savings can be 
made by eliminating installations and unnecessary functions, and 
combining and consolidating activities, and I can assure this com- 
mittee that our efforts in this direction will be vigorously continued. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF UNIFORM CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS 


Since 1954 my office has been developing a system of uniform stand- 
ards and criteria for military construction. During this period 
standards and criteria have been established and issued for most of 
the principal repetitive-type facilities common to the three military 
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departments. The purpose of these guides has been to effect. uni- 
formity and comparability of facilities constructed by the three 
departments. 

A. comprehensive check on compliance with our standards and cri- 
teria is maintained in a number of ways such as review of standard 
and special drawings and design criteria to be used by the military de- 
partments in the construction programs, review and analysis of actual 
construction costs as revealed by our cost reporting system, and inspec- 
tion of typical facilities in the field. Discrepancies noted as a result 
of such surveillance have been brought to the attention of the depart- 
ments concerned for correction or for action to prevent recurrence in 
future projects. 

In the 4 years since the inception of this program there has been an 
increasing and definite trend toward uniformity of design and com- 
parability of occommodations in the construction of repetitive-type 
facilities common to the three departments. We expect this trend to 
continue and to be emphasized as a result of the development of im- 
proved standards and criteria, and the increased surveillance of con- 
struction, which will be an important facet of our future endeavors, 
as it has been in the past. 


MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING 


I need not emphasize to this committee the importance of adequate 
family housing to the retention of skilled, career military personnel, 
the great majority of whom are married. I am pleased to report that 
during the past year excellent progress has been made in two prin- 
cipal military family housing programs—Capehart construction and 
Wherry acquisition. At the same time, the Defense Department has 
given considerable study to the overall problem of construction, man- 
agement and maintenance of family housing in order to determine the 
best means to achieve uniform standards, maximum efficiency and econ- 
omy. The authority to operate inadequate public quarters on a rental 
basis is being vigorously implemented by the military departments. 


MAGNITUDE OF NEED 


Currently there are 679,000 officers and upper grade enlisted men 
who require family housing. To meet this need there are in being 
or planned a total of 518,000 adequate housing units, 173,000 private 
units, 292,000 military controlled units in being or under construction, 
and 53,000 units planned for construction under our various pro- 
grams. Thus the projected deficit is on the order of 160,000 units. 
A summary of our requirements versus our assets is set forth here, and 
in more detail in table No. 1. 

Next is military family housing requirements and assets. I will 
insert that in the record, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. That is right. 

(The material referred to follows :) 
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Military family housing requirements and assets 














l | 
Total Army | Navy | Air Force 

_— ‘ode nvievedenta s ad pulp 

| 
Gross requirements (June 30, 1958) _ __-- snwaspieed 678, 500 246,400 | 1 167, 500 | 264, 600 
Assets (existing and under contract) .................-.- 465, 500 155, 700 122, 850 186, 950 

soda natn ieee ieee 
Military controlled__........-.-- a | 292, 500 | 1, 700 71, 850 | 108, 950 
Community support_-..-....----- dhivwdalwhlaidets 173, 000 4, 000 | 51, 000 78, 000 
CIID Sica cedncnicdneadawsnccionndiacdudehmendainn 213, 000 | 90, 700 44, 650 77. 650 
Planned construction (m SRO otkec cca ccosnwewehs j 52, 800 11, 100 5, 950 35, 750 
Projected deficit............- PINES SBtr? 160, 200 79, 600 | 38, 700 41, 900 
| 





1 Shore-hased personnel only. 
FAMILY HOUSING TO BE FINANCED 


Mr. Benepicr. I should like to comment here that the 160,200 defi- 
cit figure does not represent a programing target. As a matter of 
caution we never program for more than 90 percent of gross require- 
ments, so that a minimum of 68,000 units should be subtracted to 
allow for this 10 percent safety factor. Furthermore, overall gross 
requirements may further be reduced by the end of fiscal year 1959. 
We presently estimate, therefore, that our unfulfilled requirement for 
programing in fiscal year 1960 and later years should be considerably 
less than 100,000 units worldwide. 

A summary of the family housing projects for which funds are in- 
cluded in this funding program is set forth below. 

(‘The material referred to follows :) 


Number of | Amounts in- 











Number of Number of Number of inadequate cluded in 

Capehart surplus appropriated housing funding pro- 
nits 7m lity fund units units to be |gram for fam- 

units | improved ily housing 

projects 

Army... : ; ‘ 9, O1e 934 158 100 $11, 043, 000 
Navy 4, 42) 330 0 600 40) QUO 
Air } 21.104 5, 196 RX1 | 1, 000 57, 389, 000 
Tota ; 35, 441 6, 460 1, 039 1, 700 76, 672, 000 


CAPEHART PROGRAM 


Until recently the Capehart program had been seriously hampered 
by a shortage of private capital under the old 4 percent interest ceil- 
ing. However, pursuant to a request by my office during testimony 
on March 4, 1958, before the Senate Housing Subcommittee, Congress 
has raised the interest ceiling to 414 percent, and a going m: arket rate 
of 414 percent has been established for this program. 

From April 1 to June 30, 35 projects with 13,428 units have been 
placed under contract—1,234 units costing $18,355,000 with FNMA 
commitments and 12,194 units costing $189,649,000 under private- 
loan commitments. Most of the latter were closed at the old 4 per- 
cent rate—9,908 units at $153,677,000 compared to 3,520 units at 
$54,327,000 under the new rate. Our present schedule calls for con- 
tracts to be signed between now and September 1 on about 50 projects 
containing 15,000 units and costing approximately $235 million, all 
with private 414 percent commitments. 


| 
| 
| 
| 
; 
1 
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To summarize the Capehart program briefly as of June 30, 1958, 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense had approved a total of 285 
projects containing 101,287 units for development under the title 
VIII program, 9,410 of these units comprising 40 whole projects 
and portions of a number of others are presently deferred pending : 
further evaluation of need. Approved projects and units in various 
stages of development are shown here in summary form and in more 
detail in table 3 attached : 

(The material referred to follows :) 











The 10,374 units for the Air Force represent all unacquired Air 
Force projects, most of them permissive. Of the Army total, all are 
mandatory, and of the Navy total all are mandatory except for 921 
units in 3 projects. | 
MANDATORY CATEGORY UNITS 


| Projects Units 
RI sai scniccinseicisnd = hs a angreans ace iecaisanecsicernmen inane aabaraedamdaa aiden aaeece | 285 101, 287 : 
al acne ee end a ee en 34 10, ‘089 
REINS dhe nhac neucbbedesnnnvasupeeeseg hie Li sgaduucipebheakndhecegive 114 40, 869 
Bidder accepted_--_..---- ahisiteicacandindgnowpidnketdeiiankameedee naetb mieioacadael 64 18, 270 
Advertised _ _-- bis kdb dna ce enh cae MRS Eade eb e ea gions 1 288 
Under developme nt mrtg Cs) oe an ae a eS paiilastiaiensbeiile | 72 31,771 
WHERRY ACQUISITION 

Mr. Benenicr. In general we feel that the Wherry acquisition pro- : 
gram is now progressing in a satisfactory manner. Of the total of | 
83,727 units in the a irtment of Defense Wherry program, acquisi- : 
tions to June 30, 1959, totaled 44,144 units, divided as follows: riod 
12,809 ; Navy, 4,602 ; Air Force, 26,733. Of the 44,144 unit total, 3 4,391 
were in the mandatory category, the balance were permissive. 

At present, acquisitions scheduled for fiscal year 1959 amount to 
21,209 units, divided as follows: Army, 2,406; Navy, 8,429; Air Force, 
10,374. 


Senator SauronstaLL. Would you, Mr. Benedict, refresh me again. 
When you say these units are in the mandatory category and you ac- 
quired them, what does that mean ? 

Mr. Benepicr. That means that the service in question had built 
Capehart housing at or near enough to the same installation to threaten 
the tenancy of the Wherry project. 

Senator SauronsraLy. So, under the law, you are required to do 
that? 

Mr. Beneptcr. Under the law we have to do that. 

Senator SautronstaLL. Thank you. 


NEGOTIATION POLICY 


Mr. Benepicr. Aside from the number of its present and planned 
acquisitions, the Air Force has made an exceptional record in the use 
of negotiations in its program to date. Of 44 Air Force projects ac- 
quired, 33 have been by negotiation, compared to 3 out of 9 for Navy, 
and 1 out of 19 for Army. 

In an effort to improve its use of negotiations, the Navy on Febru- 
ary 11, 1958, established in the Bureau of Yards and Docks a Wherry 
Housing Project Negotiation Board, thereby removing responsibility 





Oe 
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for negotiations from the district public-works officers, and central- 
izing them in one office. After extensive discussions between the As- 
sistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations) and the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil and Military Affairs), the 
Army on June 24, 1958, took similar action to establish a Wherry 
acquisition negotiation team under the direction of the Chief of En- 
gineers. It is believed that these two actions will materially increase 
the use of negotiations in Army and Navy cases. 

As a further step toward insuring that a reasonable time is allowed 
for negotiation of mandatory cases, the Office of the Assistant Secre- 
tary of Defense (Properties and Installations) has provided more 
specific guidance to the three military departments by memorandum 
of July 22, 1958. This memorandum requires that not less than 90 
days shall be allotted for negotiation in mandatory acquisition cases 
and that in no event will Capehart construction be started until a 
written agreement has been executed with the Wherry sponsor, or 
until a declaration of taking has been filed on the Wherry project. 


SURPLUS COMMODITY PROGRAM 


A summary showing the status of this program is presented in table 
No. 3, attached. During the past 12 months, additional increments 
have been added to the United Kingdom program, and new contracts 
have been developed in only three countries—Italy, Spain, and Mo- 
rocco. Detailed reports are as follows: 


UNITED KINGDOM 


The initial project of 1,497 units of housing in the United King- 
dom is completed and occupied. A second increment of 612 units, 
plus schools and chapels at certain of the locations, has been placed 
under contract during fiscal year 1958. A fourth increment of 1,840 
units is planned for execution during fiscal year 1959. 


ITALY 


The projects for 493 units of housing for United States military 


personnel in Italy were placed under contract during the month of 
June 1958. 


SPAIN 


A project for 334 units of housing at the Naval Air Station, Rota, 
Spain, and a project for 112 units at 4 Air Force locations were placed 
under contract in the fall of 1957. In addition, a contract was exe- 
cuted for the inleasing of 1,581 units of rental-guaranty housing 
being constructed at Madrid, Sevilla, and Zaragoza. In this case, it 
was possible, by executing a prepaid lease for 7 years under the sur- 
plus commodity housing program, to assure the completion of this 
urgently required housing while keeping costs at the same levels 
which prevailed before the recent inflation of Spanish currency. Ad- 
ditional projects, totaling 1,061 units of family housing, are planned 
for execution in Spain during fiscal year 1959. These projects will 
be financed directly from title I, Public Law 480, funds, supplemented 
by 25-percent support in appropriated funds. 
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SITUATION AT ROTA, SPAIN 


Senator Cuavez. Tell us, Mr. Secretary, the situation at Rota. 
You have 334 units of housing at the naval air station at Rota, Spain. 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Is that the total that you are going to have for 
that installation ? 

Mr. Arrrneron. Offhand, I believe that Rota is fairly well caught 
up on its requirements. 

Senator Cuavez. Is there anyone from the Navy who can tell us 
about that? Does that finish the job, as far as housing is concerned ? 

General Moore. There are no Navy witnesses here. 

Mr. Benepicr. There is no Navy witness here. However, I can 
explain that for the record. 

Senator Cuavez. We will get it. 


HOUSING AT SPANISH BASES 


(The information referred to follows:) . 

The total requirement for family housing at the Naval Air Station, Rota, Spain, 
is 860 units. There are aupecesneeteny 150 units of family housing in the local 
community occupied by personnel assigned at Rota, and there are also available 
162 units constructed in 1957 using appropriated funds. An additional 334 units 
are now under construction financed under the Surplus Commodity Program. 
At the present time, the construction of additional family housing in the Rota 
area is not contemplated. 

Senator Cuavez. How is your program at Madrid, Seville, and 
Zaragoza? At Seville, you have two bases. You have one at San 
Pablo, I believe, and one at Moron, separate and apart; about 30 
miles apart. Do you have the housing at those places ? 

Mr. Benepicr. Mr. Chairman, I regret I am not completely fa- 
miliar with the details of that situation. 

Mr. Arrrneron. At Madrid, the housing is located at a site which 
is east of Madrid, in the direction of the Torrejon Airbase. 

Senator Cuavez. You cannot describe the situation at Seville at 
all ? 

Mr. Arrineron. No, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. I know you have two installations. One is a sup- 
ply base at San Pablo, and then you have a regular airbase about 30 
miles away. Are you having housing at both places? Do you know, 
or not? 

Mr. Arrtneron. No, sir; I don’t believe we have anything at San 
Pablo. But we can check that, specifically. 

Senator Cuavez. I wish you would. 

Mr. Benepicr. We will check that, and supply it to you for the 
record. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


There is a rental-guaranty housing project, consisting of 494 units, located 
on the outskirts of Seville, approximately 5 miles from San Pablo and 35 miles 
from Moron Airbase. These houses were constructed to support Moron and 
San Pablo Airbases. In addition to these 494 units, there are 36 surplus com- 
modity housing units utder construction at Moron Airbase. 
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HOUSING FOR AIRBASES 


Senator Sarronsraty. At the risk of wrong memory, the housing 
for those two airbases is outside of Seville as I remember it, very 
close to Seville, and there are barracks out in Moron and Torrejon. 
But the housing is nearer the city if my memory is correct. 

Mr. Benepicr. That is true in one of them, I recall. The houses 
are built near to Madrid so that if eventually they have to be disposed 
of there, the residual value will be greater. 

Senator Sattonstatu. It is on the hillside, I would say, about 20 
miles from Madrid. 

Senator Youne. May I ask a question? 

Senator Cuavez. Certainly. 


USE OF PUBLIC LAW 480 CURRENCIES 


Senator Youne. Can anyone tell me whether the Department of 
Agriculture is reimbursed for these Public Law 480 currencies used 
for housing ? 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Younc. They are reimbursed out of appropriations? 

Mr. Benepicr. Reimbursed out of quarters allowance. 


HOUSING IN FRANCE 


Senator Cuavez. All right; France is next. 

Mr. Benepicr. France. 

The initial project of 2,700 units of housing at 19 locations in 
France was financed with the proceeds of a barter sale conducted by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation under the authority of its charter 
act. This construction is proceeding satisfactorily and is expected 
to be completed during the fall and winter of 1958-59. An addi- 
tional project for 400 units of family housing in France is planned 
for execution during fiscal year 1959. This project will be financed 
from the proceeds of a Public Law 480, title I sale of agricultural 
commodities to France. 

Senator Cuavez. Will this give you the money items to do this 
work? Will you complete the job or is there programing ahead in 
the future? Can you give us that information ? 

Mr. Benenicr. Is that specifically in regard to France, Spain, and 
so forth? 

Senator Cuavez. Yes. 

Mr. Arrtneton. Mr. Chairman, the execution program which we 
show on the attached table for fiscal 1959 is somewhat conservative 
compared to our total overseas needs. It will not fulfill our needs. 

Senator Cuavez. This will not complete the needs? 

Mr. Arrtncton. No, sir. It is based on our reasonable expectation 
of accrual of title I funds pursuant to country-to-country agreements 
under Public Law 480. 

Senator Cuavez. Suppose our troops get out of there? 

Mr. Arrrneron. If our troops are withdrawn from areas where we 
built houses, we normally have provision for some recovery of residual 
value. In any event, our liability to the Department of Agriculture 
continues on a worldwide basis. 
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BUILDING IN MOROCCO 


Senator Cuavez. Morocco: You are still building there? 

Mr. Benepicr. There is some planned; yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Go ahead. 

Mr. Benepicr. Morocco: A contract has been signed for 500 units 
of family housing for the 3 Air Force bases in Moroce o. This project 
will consist of prefabricated houses purchased in Austria with the 
proceeds of surplus commodity sales to Austria under title I of Public 
Law 480. Site costs will be paid from Austrian currency and from 

appropriated dollars. 


PREFABRICATED HOUSING 


Senator Cuavez. What is the history of the prefabricated housing 
in Morocco? How do they last? 

Mr. Arrrineton. We haven’t had actual experience with prefabs 
prior to these current programs, Mr. Chairman. But I believe that 
they should last fairly well. 

The specifications are drawn so that these houses are resistant to 
wind and heat. The exterior finish on the Austrian houses, I believe, 
is not wood, for example, but it is a special composition material which 
is very tough. 

Senator Cuavez. Did you ever get the thousands of board-feet of 
lumber that were lying out in the sun around Morocco, in Nouasseur 
and Casablanca? Did you ever get it out of there and do something 
with it ? 

Mr. Arrtneton. I can’t answer that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. All right. 


HOUSING IN FINLAND 


Mr. Benepicr. An additional project for 330 units of housing at the 
Naval Air Station, Port Lyautey, Morocco, will make use of pref: abri- 
cated houses purchased in Finland with the proceeds of title I, Public 
Law 480 sales to Finland. The cost of site development and erection 
will be paid partly through the use of appropriated funds, not to 
exceed 25 percent of the funded cost, and will be accomplished partly 
through the use of Seabee labor. An additional 543 units are also 
planned for Ben Guerir and Sidi Slimane. 
Senator Cuavez. Just one moment on that Finland business. 
It seems to me that in one of the supplementals we made money 
available. In those places in the north country they seem to have had 
a pretty bad situation. In many instances the soldier would have 
dependents there, and the housing was very poor. 
Senator Sauronstatt. We gave $300 million in the last bill, the 
1959 supplemental. 
Mr. Benepicr. Yes, sir. 
Senator Sattonsratu. That was mostly for miscellaneous projects. 
Mr. Beneptcr. That was all Air Force and mainly for miscellaneous 
projects. These houses are not being built in Finland. They are 
being purchased in Finland because of surplus commodity Finnish 
marks being available. 
Senator Crravez. Yes; I know, but nevertheless in many instances 
the poor family was sufferi ing quite great deal, because they were not 
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the type of houses that would actually protect them from the in- 
clement weather. 

As I recall, we have some money to fix up some barracks and even 
provide for some houses. 

Mr. Suerwan. Mr. Chairman, that wasn’t in the military construc- 
tion appropriation. I believe that was in the main Department. of 
Defense appropriation under mutual aid and international security. 

Senator Cuavez. All right. 

Mr. Suerman. It is another bill. 


AZORES 


Mr. Benenicr. It is planned to proceed during fiscal year 1959 with 
a project of 306 units of family housing at Lages Air Force Base, 
Azores. The first increment of 135 units in this. project will be sup- 
ported with existing title I funds which have accrued from the sale of 
surplus commodities to Portugal. Financing of the remainder of these 
houses will be developed through further surplus-commodity sales. 


JAPAN 


The original project of 1,700 units of family housing to be built at 
Army, Navy, and Air Force installations in Japan has now been 
reduced to 1,372 units as a result of the redeployment of United States 
forces in Japan. No further housing construction is now planned for 
Japan during fiscal year 19! a and the remaining Japanese yen have 
been released for other uses 


BARTER PROGRAMS 


While the Department of Defense is highly satisfied with the hous- 
ing produced under the commodity-barter program in France, it is 
rec cognized that construction is only one aspect of this complex transac- 
tion. The Department of Agriculture has informed us that sales of 
cotton and wheat under the French program displaced normal dollar 
sales, and that in the future any housing barter transactions would 
be limited to commodity sales which could be demonstrated to be 
additional to normal marketings. 

Senator Young. Could I interrupt? 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes. 

Senator Youne. Under a regulation adopted by the Department of 
Agriculture more than 6 months ago involving this additional fund, 
barter transactions have about come to an end. The Senate bill that 
we passed some 3 or 4 months ago also practically precludes any fur- 
ther barter deals or transactions. The House bill, of course, would 
permit it. That bill has not gone to conference yet. 

Mr. Benepicr. Under these circumstances, we have no plans for 
further barter transactions, either for military family housing or for 
military base construction in foreign countries, since it does “not ap- 
pear that transactions of any magnitude could be conducted under the 
revised barter program rules. 

Senator Youna. I think it is too bad that this program is not con- 
tinued because, under this program, we get dollar for dollar for our 
commodity. 
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Senator Cuavez. Possibly, that is why we will not continue. 

Senator Youne. Under the other program, we get currencies which 
you are making some good use of in the military, I am happy to say. 

Mr. Brnepicr. That is true, sir. Surplus commodity housing pro- 
posed for execution during fiscal year 1959 generally included only 
those projects for which there was anticipated a possibility of generat- 
ing the necessary foreign currencies through country-to- -country sales, 
title I of Public Law 480, 83d Congress. The Iceland, Okinawa, and 
Philippine programs, however, were planned in the anticipated use of 
third-country sales proceeds in Finland and Japan. 

At this date, the prospects of continued title I sales to Finland to 
cover unit construction in Iceland are not bright. Moreover, the pro- 
curement of Japanese yen for use in Okinawa and the Philippines 
did not materialize, and other third-country uses or rental-guaranty 
projects will be considered to meet these requirements. 


KINDLEY ATR FORCE BASE, BERMUDA 


Arrangements have been made to use British pounds sterling for 
construction of 140 units of housing at Kindley Air Force Base, Ber- 
muda, to be built within the present base boundaries. Pounds are also 
available to support the construction of 160 additional units off base if 
agreement is reached with the government of Bermuda on the use of 
land and other details. 


RENTAL OF INADEQUATE QUARTERS 


As you will recall, section 407 of Public Law 241, 85th Congress, au- 
thorized the operation of Government-owned, inadequate public 
quarters on a rental basis. Under regulations recently issued, the 
occupants of such quarters will receive an adjusted quarters allow- 
ance which is equal to the full quarters allowance, less an amount 
equal to the fair rental value of the house, developed through the pro- 
cedures set forth in Bureau of the Budget Circular A-45. 

Senator Cravrz. Is that a satisfactory way to handle that? What 
are the results of rental properties? I mean as far as service is con- 
cerned and satisfying that morale that you talk about. 

Mr. Beneprcr. The Armed Forces, of course, could give a much 
more authoritative and complete answer on that, but my understand- 
ing is the people are happy with reduced rent and additional cash 
that it makes available to them. 

From the reports which have been reviewed to date, it appears that 
the majority of these inadequate units, perhaps 95 percent, may be 
beyond economic repair and must be demolished or otherwise disposed 
of within the next 2 years. We will review these determinations care- 
fully, in order to reaffirm the necessity for proposed disposals. 

Senator Sartronsratn. That is owned by the Government, not by 
an outsider? 

Mr. Beneptcr. That is correct: yes. Those are old houses. 


Senator ie As I recall la this fair rental value about 
which the chairman asked you applied where a man was living off base 
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and living in very inadequate facilities because that is all he could 
obtain. He got an adjustment on his rental allowance. 

Mr. Benrpicr. That is true. 

Senator Sauronsraty. So that this paragraph should be made a 
little clearer, should it not ? 

Mr. Benenrcr. I think that is a very proper point, Senator. Yes; 
they refer to different things. 

Senator Cuavez. I have seen some very, very sad situations in the 
way of rental housing. 

Senator Sarronsrat.. What I was trying to bring out was that our 
Government cannot destroy an inadequi ite unit that is owned by a 
private person. 

Senator Cuavez. That is right. 

Mr. Benepicr. I am corrected, sir. I was in error. We are refer- 
ring entirely to Government quarters here. 

Senator SatronsratL. Then I think you ought to make that clear. 


BUDGET BUREAU APPROVAL 


Mr. Benepicr. We will make that clear. In closing, I should like 
to inform the committee that this proposed legislation has been re- 
viewed by the Director of the Budget, who states that there is no 
objection to its submission to the Congress and that it is in accord 
with the program of the President. The Secretary of Defense recom- 
mends its enactment. 

[ appreciate the privilege of meeting with you here, and it is my 
wish, together with the departmental represent: itives who will also 
appear before you, to provide this committee with any further infor- 
mation it desires in connec “09 with its consideration of this legislation. 

(Tables 1,2, and 3 follow: 








TABLE 1.— Military family housing requirement and assets 

i Total | Army | Navy ‘| Air Force 

Gross requirements !. oueeue “ 678, 500 246, 400 167, 500 | 264, 600 
Assets (existing and under contract) -.-- 465, 500 | 155, 700 122, 850 186, 950 
Military controlled ?_—. 292, 500 111, 700 71, 850 108, 950 
Publie quarters---- (117, 500) (63, 500) | (19, 100) (34, 900) 
Wherry-. (83, 700) (22, 200) (24, 400) (37, 100) 
Capehart (50, 900) | (18, 100) (5, 900) (26, 900) 

Rental guaranty (5, 500) (2, 100) (0) 3, 400) 
Surplus commodity... (8, 900) (1, 600) | (650) (6, 650) 

Other 3__. ‘ | (26, 000) | (4, 200) (21, 800) (0) 
Community support - -- : ol 173, 900 | 44,000 | 51, 000 78, 000 
Deficit. 213, 000 | 90, 700 44, 650 77, 650 
Planned construction (military) 52, 800 | il, 100 5, 950 | 35, 750 
Public quarters - - -- 4, 200 | 250 | 0 | 3, 950 

 @. ape *hart 4 ~ 41, 900 | 9, 900 5, 400 | 26, 600 
Surplus commodity --. a 6,700 | 950 550 5, 200 
Net deficit _ .- . 160, 200 | 79, 600 38, 700 | 41, 900 





Estimated as of June 30, 1958, for officers, upper grade enlisted men and key civilians; excludes require= 
ments for Navy fleet personnel, for lower grade enlisted men (approximately 250,000) and for personnel 
in ancillary status. 

2 Excludes approximately 60,000 substandard units of public quarters, Lanham Act, title III, ete. 

3 Includes leased units at tactical (Nike) sites, adequate rental! housing, etc. 

4 Excludes 11,000 of the 52,900 units in the fiscal year 1959 authorization bill; contracts for these units have 
been closed since the bill was presented 
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TITLE 
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.— Title 
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program as of June 30, 1958 





1959 





VIII (Capehart) housing program—Summary of development 




















| Total Army Navy Air Force 
Approved by ASD (protection and indemnity).| 101, 287 | 32, 203 13, 560 55, 524 
ee. 27.) =. 2. 625 spaeeeaienaden 31, 771 11, 020 7, 636 | 13, 115 
SC aE IRR IT Ce 288 0 0 288 
Dideeraeneted. ee ae 18, 270 3, 060 0 15, 210 
er ON Sos oii. Sd cee eeennn 50, 958 18, 123 5, 924 26, 911 
Staite SE. tb oe te dh aed 22, 140 | 5, 458 3, 835 12, 847 
A a a ho ed 28, 818 12, 665 2, 089 14, 064 
Total cost of units under contract___- $815, 336, 270 $295, 151, 491 $94, 928, 940 | "$425, 255, 839 
OI Bo reas isesiocinsir ancients ebrghbakioe 16, 000 16, 286 16, 025 15, 802 
Seer ene 3-555. a 776, 471,805 | 279, 228, 099 91, 844, 010 405, 399, 696 
EE EELS 15, 237 15, 407 15, 504 15, 064 
PEN. dine ca token i ee AS | 337, 566, 401 84, 826, 379 59, 443, 511 193, 296, 511 
eS ie _-.---------] 438,905,404 | 194,401,720 | 32, 400, 499 212, 103, 185 
Appropriated funds__..-....-.---..-......-| 38, 864,465 | 15, 923, 392 3, 084, 930 19, 856, 143 
MING clini oS oh de cece | 763 879 521 738 


1,980). 





1 Includes 9,410 units for which development has been deferred (Army, 4,188; Navy, 3,242; Air Force, 


2 Includes 10,089 units in completed projects (Army, 5,738; Navy, 160; Air Force, 4,191.) 


TABLE 3.—Department of Defense surplus commodity housing program cumulative 
report (status as of June 30, 1958) 


{Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Completed and 
occupied 
| 


Units | Costs! | Units | 
| 

United Kingdom____-_----- 1,497 | $15,000] 612 
Italy isis 493 
Spain = paacnee-| * 2,027 
MINI a encase ooaeies Sie ieacl 2, 700 | 
RD oe oe ee. So Fo ae enaoginens 100 | 
Iceland om a os Eases 
RE ese i“ - — 
Portugal (Azores) j . 
Japan chutes 708 7, 080 664 | 
Okinawa b sian pitbewiad 
ON ae : 

oad ait | 2,205} 22,080| 6,996 


| 
| | 
| | | | 


Under contract 


SS eaten 


100, 581 | 6180 | 119, 999 | 
| 


Current execu- 


|} tion program 


1 Includes as much as 25 percent appropriated funds in most projects. 


2 Includes 1,581 units leased for a period of 7 years. 


PRIORTY LISTS 


Costs ! 


8, 000 
19, 997 
12, 000 
6, 000 
4, 533 


Costs ! Units | 
$8, 695 1, 840 $27, 600 
6, 779 |. ‘ i 
16,162 | 1,061 | 
50, 000 | 400 | 
11, 600 | 873 | 
eee | 300 
— 300 | 
sone 4 306 | 
7,345 |... | 
cal 200 
900 


20, 068 


| 


“17, 801 | 


Total 
| Units | Costs ! 

3,949 | $51,295 
493 | 6, 779 
3, O88 | 33, 963 
3, 100 | 58, 000 
1, 373 | 31, 597 
300 12, 000 
300 6, 000 
306 4, 533 
1, 372 14, 425 
200 | 4, 000 
900 | 20, 068 
242, 660 








Senator Sarronsraty. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make two 


observations. 


No. 1 is, Mr. Benedict, you want these three tables to go in as part 


of your statement ? 
Mr. Benepicr. That is right, yes. 


Senator Sauronsraut. No. 2, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
1958, the Navy list 


either that the Army priority list, dated July 


99 


ainda 


dated June 12, 1958, and the Air Force list dated June 24, 1958, 
either be made a part of the record or be inserted by reference into 
the record. 

I have talked with our clerk, Mr. Hewitt, and he recommends that 
if we want these as a part of the record it would be wiser to include 
them in the record. 
kind of cumbersome. 


Yet, my only thought is it makes the record 
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Senator Cuavez. I think we should. Let’s get them in the record. 

Senator SatronstatL. Then, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that these priorities which have been submitted, the Army list 
dated July 12, 1958, the Navy list dated June 12, 1958, and the Air 
Force list dated June 24, 1958, be inserted at the : conclusion of Mr. 
Benedict’s remarks, and ‘the three tables submitted with them. 

Senator Cuavez. Yes, sir. 

Senator Young? 

Senator Youne. No questions. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator DworsHak. Yes. 

Mr. Benedict, does it not appear that the reduction made by the 
House is not so significant when it is considered that earlier this 
year a total of $520 million for military construction was accelerated 
from the anticipated 1959 fiscal year requirements? Is that not 
true? 

Mr. Benepicr. Senator, as against anticipated 1959, I would say 
those tended more to be del: ayed in 1958. And, with regard to this 
old question of the essentiality of these projects, that, of. course, is a 
matter of judgment. 

First, they came to the headquarters here of the Armed Forces, 
where they were reviewed. They were reviewed by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, by the Bureau of the Budget t, and most of them 
have been approved by the Armed Services C ommittees of the House 
and Senate. And, on review, we have reaffirmed all except $33 mil- 
lion. Just where you draw the line is a question of judgment. Basi- 
cally we feel they are important for this appropriation. 


HOUSE REPORT 


Senator DworsHak. I am referring to this sentence in the House 
report: 

It should be noted that the Supplemental Defense Department Appropriation 
Act, 1958, approved earlier in this session of the Congress, included $520 million 
for military construction. These funds were for high-priority projects lifted 
from the proposed fiscal year 1959 program. The acceleration of the funding 
of these items had the effect of decreasing the overall essentiality of the 1959 
program considered by the committee and necessarily is reflected in the reduction 
approved. 

Is that not plain? 

Mr. Benepicr. That is very plain. 

Senator DworsHaAk. - you agree with it ? 

Mr. Benepicr. No; I don’t, sir. The only answer I can make to 
that is: Had that not been done, this appropriation request would 
be, cealitne $500 million larger than it is. 


EXPANSION OF REQUIREMENTS 


Senator DworsnHak. Then, on that basis, I draw the inference that 
you are expanding very materially the requirements for military 
construe tion; not only housing, but installations of all kinds in the 
various services. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Benepicr. Taken together, yes, it would be the largest con- 
struction. 


: 
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Senator DworsHak. You said a minute ago that this program 
was carefully scrutinized and considered and reflects the judgment 
of the armed services and the Bureau of the Budget. Do you not 
think at some point that it is the responsibility of the Pentagon offi- 
cials and this committee and the Senate and House to determine 
how much we can go into the red and have deficit financing at a 
time when there are many aspects of the national preparedness to 
be considered? It is not a matter of outlining what you need because 
they are essential. 

I have been a member of this subcommittee for many years, and 
have been on the Appropriations Committee for a longer per iod, and 
very seldom does the Pentagon or you people recognize the need of 
conserving and utilizing to the best adv vantage the availability of 
funds. It is not how much you want. It is how much can you do 
when you consider the availability of funds. Do you not take that 
into consideration ? 

Mr. Benepicr. Yes, Senator; we do take that into consideration, 
and, in our judgment, that has been done. 


REDUCTION IN REQUESTS 


The Armed Forces requests were reduced by approximately $500 
million. 

Senator Dworsnak. For military construction / 

Mr. Benenpicr. For military construction, in the Office of the Secre- 
tary of Defense. 

I think, partly as a result of the system in previous years’ experience, 
these requests of the Armed Forces, when they first came to us, were 
not as large as in other years. 

We do have cognizance of the very great importance of keeping the 
defense effort at a level that the country can live with, and the items 
that we are now requesting are, in our judgment and the judgment of 
the Armed Forces, extremely important. 

Senator Dworsuak. Can you tell me whether you are accelerating 
or retarding this overall program, say, for housing and military instal- 
lations, as compared with the past few years? 

Mr. Benepicr. As compared with the past few vears, I would say. 
basically, that we are continuing with all decent speed, shall we say, 
and attempting to avoid overtime and wasteful acts. 


EFFECT OF INFLATION 


Senator DworsuHak. Does the element of inflation contribute to 
these increased costs in any way? It seems to me we had some testi- 
mony from the Secretaries of the various services and Secretary 


McElroy indicating that there is an increase of 5, 6, or 7 percent 


annually in the cost of these construction projects. What would be 
your comment on that / 

Mr. Benepicr. About 5 percent now. It has slowed down, Senator, 
as you are aware, some in the last 6 or 8 months. 

Senator Dworsuak. However, that is a factor in increasing the costs 
constantly / 

Mr. Benepicr. Undoubtedly ; yes, sir. 
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USE OF COUNTERPART FUNDS 
Senator DworsHak. You have indicated that you are using counter- 
part funds accruing from the operation of Public Law 480 for the 
construction of military housing abroad. Do you use any of these 
funds or any other counterpart funds for the construction of military 
installations abroad, or are they financed entirely by dollars? 

Mr. Beneprcr. Recreational facilities, toa degree. I think the other 
construction, as far as I know, has been all appropriated funds. 
community facilities in Spain, but in connection with housing. 

Senator Dworsuak. Is there a prohibition on the use of counterpart 
funds in building these military projects abroad, these bases and 
different installations ? 

Mr. Suerwan. I don’t think there is any United States prohibition, 
but it is just that the countries won't agree to it. 


Senator DworsHak. That is what I meant. I meant prohibition by 
the countries in which the bases are located, or the other installations. 
They prefer to have dollars used rather than to use available counter- 
part funds ? 


Mr. Sueripan. Yes, sir. 


Senator Dworsuak. And we, generally, follow that procedure be- 


cause they more or Jess dominate that particular negotiation. Is 
that it? 


Mr. SHerman. That is correct, Senator. 


Some 


UTILIZATION OF EXISTING FACILITIES 


Senator DworsHax. In the House report, reference is made to the 
utilization of existing facilities, and I quote: 


The committee was disturbed to discover that there are still instances 
wherein one military department is forced to acquire new real estate in lieu of 
utilizing existing real property held by another service * * *, 

This committee has pointed out and emphasized in the past the 
desirability from every angle of utilizing surplus equipment of one 
service or installations of one service by : another. As an illustration, 

t Pocatello we have a naval ordnance plant erected during World 
Ww ar IT that is used now on a very limited basis, which, certainly, ¢ can 
re used by the Air Force, by the Army, if the Navy ’ does not need 
that installation, and I have endeavored, with the assistance of col- 
leagues on this subcommittee during the past several years, to try to 
get that installation used instead of havi ing in nearby areas the Defense 
Department spending money to acquire new installations, particularly 
new real estate, instead of utilizing this installation. 

Whose responsibility in the Defenese Department is it to try to out- 
line the desirable use of these so-called surplus facilities ? 

Mr. Benepicr. It is the responsibility of this office to screen availa- 
ble facilities and to call them to the attention of the using department, 
and to make every effort to have them used, if they are suitable. 


Senator DworsHax. You say that is your responsibility. 
ally doing that? 


rand 2 

Mr. Beneptcr. I believe considerable success is being achieved in 
that regard. There are times when facilities that, apparently, are 
suitable may not be used for technical reasons, but we are very cog- 


29525—58 8 


Are you 
Is there any success being achieved in that 
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nizant of that problem, and, I think, doing everything that we can 
possibly do to secure the maximum o eration. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Sometimes I do question whether the Defense 
Department is following that overall policy, but I certainly hope that 
you keep that in mind, ‘because every year you come in here with all 
of these budget requests for military construction and millions and 
millions of dollars to install new installations of all kinds without 
listing existing facilities which are permitted to continue unused and 
to be a very decided liability, and that is something that is not in accord 
with good business. 

Senator Cuavez. With respect to one of the items suggested by 
Senator Young, there is a hospital that is not being utilized, and 
they want to build a new one. 

Senator Youne. In this hospital, 2 floors have never been used since 
it has been built, some 10 years ago. 

Mr. Benentcr. We will look into that one again, and we cannot 
claim to be perfect, but the policy is there and we accept the responsi- 
bility for it. 

Senator Dworsnak. I am glad to have those assurances, because 
I am going to watch very closely developments along that line. I 
think it is my responsibility as a member of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. 

Senator Cuavez. I think Senator Saltonstall desires to ask a ques- 
tion. 

Senator Satronstati. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it. 

Mr. Benedict, you could help us in this way: We have just put in the 
record, at the chairman’s suggestion, these priorities. The Army has 
a first priority of $252 million out of $386 million worth of projects, 
in round figures. I figure that that means 65 percent of their projects 
are in top priority. 

The Air Force has $744,349,000 out of $1,174 million in top priority. 
That, I figure, is 63 percent. 

The Navy has listed 253 items, but has just put them down and h: as 
not listed top priority or second priority. If you take those 253 proj- 
ects with a list total of $413.139,000, and if you follow along on the 
other bases and take 66 percent of that, $272 million of the Navy would 
be on top priority, if you figure on the same percentage. 


LISTING OF NAVY PRIORITIES 


I think it would be helpful if the Navy could list its top priority 
and make a top priority and a secondary priority the same as the other 
two services, so, if we go on to this determination of how much we 
want to give you back—and I do not feel that we want to give it 
all back—we could take all three services on somewhat a similar 
basis. Is that clear? 

Mr. Benepicr. That is very clear, and we can get in touch with the 
Navy and see that they are prepared to testify in that way. 





RESTORATION REQUEST 


Senator Cuavez. At this point in the record, I shall insert the letter 
of August 2, 1959, of the Secretary of Defense, requesting restorations 
of House action. 
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(The letter referred to follows :) 


THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, August 2, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Department of Defense Subcommittee, 
Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Department of Defense has reviewed H. R. 13489 
as passed by the House of Representatives on July 24, 1958, and the Committee 
Report No. 2238 accompanying the bill. 

The military construction program supplements and- complements other pro- 
grams and provides the facilities required for such things as research and 
development, training and operational sites for guided missiles, communication 
and early-warning programs, and Strategic Air Command alert and dispersal, 
funds for which are included in other Department of Defense programs. 

In our judgment, the $511,838,000 reduction in new obligational authority pro- 
posed by the House would not only adversely affect the military construction 
programs, but would severely delay the defense program as a whole. We, 
therefore, urge the restoration of the full amount. 

Accompanying this reduction in new obligational authority, the House deleted 
or reduced individual line items in the construction funding programs in the 
amount of $374,639,000. After careful review of these items and the reasons 
indicated in the committee report for the various deletions or reductions, the 
Department of Defense is requesting consideration by your committee of resto- 
ration of line items totaling $341,984,000. No appeal is being made for resto- 
ration of the remaining $32,655,000 in items deleted or reduced by the House. 
However, the committee’s approval is requested for the substitution of other 
line items amounting to $9,987,000. We believe the restoration of these line 
items to the program will afford us the necessary flexibility, and will allow 
for orderly substitutions in the program when required by slippages or other 
factors beyond our control. I have asked the military departments to provide 
your committee with the fullest details concerning the basis of the requirement 
for each line item. 

It appears that one of the factors which influenced the House to make a 
considerably greater reduction in new obligational authority than in the pro- 
grams was the fact that the three military departments are carrying over 
into 1959 substantial unobligated balances from prior years. If this is so, I 
ean only conclude that the Department of Defense witnesses who appeared 
before the House Committee on Appropriations failed to provide an adequate 
explanation for these unobligated balances and their current status. 

The simple fact is that all of these unobligated balances have been appor- 
tioned in fiscal year 1958 for specific projects approved by the Congress and, 
by June 30, almost all of these projects actually had been directed to the field 
construction agencies for contractual actions. As you know, funds are appor- 
tioned on the basis of supporting information by line item of construction, so 
the unobligated balances at the end of any fiscal year are matched by approved 
items of construction yet to be undertaken. 

The unobligated balances carried into 1959 are supported by a number of 
projects which have gone to contract during the month of July; others have 
been advertised for bids; and still others are ready for advertisement. 

A substantial part of the unobligated balances must, by necessity, be reserved 
to pay for the necessary expenses of the going program for such things as 
planning, inspection, and supervision, collateral items of a structure which 
may not be part of the basic contracts, and charges which may be necessary to 
the original contracts. 

The use of any of these funds for application to the 1959 program will 
necessitate the deletion of items of comparable value from the program ap- 
proved for prior years. Any decision of this sort would undoubtedly require 
withdrawal of funds which have already been allocated to the field, and 
could affect projects for which invitations to bid have been requested. I 
am sure you will agree with me that this would be disruptive to the defense 
program and would adversely affect relationships between the Department of 
Defense and the construction industry. More important, a number of high- 
priority projects may have to be delayed. 

We have already provided the committee with complete statements with 
respect to the program adjustments, and have requested the restoration of 
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the items which we consider to be most important. If the committee has any 
further questions concerning these amendments, witnesses most knowledgeable 
on the subject will be available to provide additional details. 

Sincerely yours, 


Net McEtroy. 
Senator Cuavez. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Senator Bridges, you may proceed. 


CoLD REGIONS LABORATORY, NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Senator Briwces. Mr. Chairman, I would like to direct your atten- 
tion and that of your committee to what I consider one of the most 
important items in the Army section of the military construction bill 
on which you are now holding hearings. That item is entitled “Cold 
Regions Laboratory, New Hampshire.” 

In support of my contention in regard to the importance of this item, 
let me review a few simple facts with which we are mostly familiar 
but which could stand a little underscoring. 

Our boundary contiguous with the U. 8. 8S. R. lies in the Arctic. At 
present, this area is a void broken only by very sparse population and 
isolated bases such as Goose Bay and Thule. ‘The ability to fill, or at 
least to control, this Arctic void represents a potent future strategic 
advantage. 

; SOVIET MILITARY BUILDUP 


The U.S. S. R. is engaged in a buildup of its northern sea route 
along its Arctic coast well above the Arctic Cirele. This includes 100 
or more well-paved airfields, extended seaplanes by the use of ice- 
breakers, and a backup rail system. They have already demonstrated 
an ability to infiltrate the North Polar Sea and to our very shores 
with over 600 admitted landings in this area. 

In contrast, our isolated bases are points which would be difficult 
to protect from air attack or the infiltration tactics exhibited by the 
Russians, and would be of doubtful use in countering the missile 
ambuscade we must prepare to expect from the north coast of the 
U.S.S. R. and over the Arctic. 

The Army Corps of Engineers, with its mission to construct, has 
need to conduct research studies and investigations of foundations 
necessary to build in permafrost regions such bases as Ladd in 
Alaska. The Army also has a need to conduct research and investi- 
gation aimed toward developing a capacity to live, build, operate, 
and fight in the Arctic. There is, further, an overtone of interest in 
the physical, engineering and structural properties of snow, ice, and 
permanently frozen ground. 


NEED FOR RESEARCH 


The need for this important research is now being carried on in 
two widely separated facilities at Boston, Mass., and Wilmette, Ill. 
These facilities are unique in this country and are of an order of 
Te as I understand it, only equal to one-third of that of the 
U.S8.S.R. Furthermore, there appear to be only very slight capaci- 
ties in our universities that have been developed from Army contracts. 

The existing facilities had to be established, of course, without 
benefit of precedent and without the benefit of a crystal ball which 
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could predict the true extent and importance of Arctic matters. The 
present result, therefore, is, unavoidably, a hodgepodge patchwork of 
piecemeal expansion. When back-alley garages and rented laundries 
serve as laboratories, it is no wonder that Government service experi- 


ences the loss of trained scientists and engineers about which we are 
so much concerned. 


RESTORATION BEQUESTED 


If the requested $1,291,000 is not restored for this item, it would 
appear that we would have to resort shortly to the penny-wise, pound- 
foolish course of expanding and relocating existing facilities when 
suitable rented quarters could be obtained. This would be all the 
more deplorable in view of the fact that funds in the amount of 
$2,496,000 to go ahead with this ligh-priority item were provided in 
the fiscal year 1958 budget. This was intended at the time to be 
complete funding. Unfortunately, when designs were detailed and 
current costs were taken into consideration, these funds were found 
to be inadequate in the amount now being asked. 

It is my earnest hope that the restoration requested will be made 
so that this vital work will not be held up approximately a year. 
The need has long since been established. The location in connec- 
tion with Dartmouth College has long been determined. This choice 
is excellent because of the pool of trained scientists and engineers 
available, the climate conditions, and the nearby location of the joint 
armed services experimental work at the summit of Mount Wash- 
ington. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, Senator Bridges. 

We will next hear from Commander Ring, of the Navy. 


DepaRTMENT OF THE Navy 


STATEMENT OF COMDR. ELI D. RING, USN, PLANNING AND GEN- 
ERAL SURFACE REQUIREMENTS BRANCH, SURFACE WARFARE 
DIVISION, OFFICE OF DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 
(FLEET OPERATIONS AND READINESS) 


LORAN STATIONS 


Commander Rine. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
the appropriation, “Loran stations, Department of Defense,” pro- 
vides funds which are advanced to the Coast Guard for the construc- 
tion of loran stations in accordance with the defense requirement ap- 
proved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the extension of loran cover- 
age. Loran transmitting stations permit safe and effective operation 
of ships, submarines, and aircraft of the military services in all kinds 
of weather, day or night, by an electronic system which provides con- 
tinuous navigational positions by means of intersecting lines of po- 
sition. 

tecent improvements in the loran system have made it necessary 
to revise our long-range planning to make the best use of the improve- 
ments and still utilize fully the existing installations. The loran 
system will consist of loran A, previously known as standard loran; 
loran B, new short-distance, precision loran; loran C, new long-dis- 
tance, high-accuracy loran. 
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These three modes of loran transmissions are being integrated into 
a single system of navigation. The existing loran receivers in use 
throughout the world can be modified at low cost to permit use of any 
part of the loran system. The entire system works day or night in 
good weather and bad weather. 

Greatly improved accuracy and coverage, urgently needed in this 
era of rapidly changing weapons systems, is provided by loran B 
and C. The construction of additional loran A stations will be lim- 
ited to those foreign areas for which agreements have been completed 
or are in their final stages of negotiation and for the extension of one 
domestic chain. It is planned to avoid duplicating any loran cover- 
age except in those areas where loran A will not ‘meet the accur acy 
requirements. 

There are several areas of the world in which there is little or no 
navigational coverage at this time. The appropriation requested for 
fiscal year 1959 will provide coverage in at least three of these areas. 
There will remain certain additional areas to be covered in succeeding 
years. 

NECESSITY FOR LORAN COVERAGE 


The necessity for Loran coverage rests primarily on the fact that 
the military services of the United States must be prepared to operate 
on the sea, under the sea, and in the air wherever and whenever their 
presence may be required. In order to carry out these operations 
effectively and efficiently, we must have an accurate means of naviga- 
tion which will work under all conditions of weather. The Loran 
system is the only long-distance navigational system in operation 
today w hich will pr ovide this service. 

Loran is a proven system and has been established and used suc- 
cessfully for over 10 years. Loran-A has been accepted by the NATO 
organization as a stand: ird long-distance navigational system for its 
Armed Forces. It is used extensively by commercial shipping, pri- 
vate yachtsmen, fishermen, and commercial airlines. 

In the defense of the United States and her allies it is essential that 
our ships, submarines, and aircraft know their precise navigational 
position at all times. Ordinary means such as celestial navigation 
are often impossible to use due to weather conditions, and they do not 
provide the accuracy required in many operations. The Loran sys- 
tem provides a navigational position almost instantaneously for use 
at any time for any purpose. 

Prior to the 1959 program 12 Loran stations have been programed 
from funds appropriated to the Department of Defense. Of these 
stations, 2 have been completed, 2 are under construction, and the 
others are awaiting the completion of right-of-entry for construction 
and site negotiations with foreign governments. 

The program in fiscal year 1959 calls for (1) the completion of the 
Loran-A program with the construction of 4 stations and the purchase 
of equipment spares for the 16 stations under this program, and (2) 
the beginning of the Loran-C program with the construction of 6 
transmitting and 2 monitor stations in priority areas, prototype equip- 
ment for testing and development work, and the purchase of long- 
lead-time electronic equipment for additional stations scheduled after 
1959 under the Loran-C program. 
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The total cost of the 1959 construction program is $25,725,000, of 
which $5,725,000 will be provided through cancellation of 3 Loran-A 
stations and equipment previously programed under 1958 funds. In 
consequence, this appropriation request reflects the net remaining 
requirement of $20 million for the 1959 program. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, Commander. 

Commander Ringe. Thank you very much. 

Senator Cuavez. The committee is handicapped until we find out 
what authority we have. The Armed Services Committee is meeting 
this afternoon. So we will be unable to continue with the Army at 
this particular time. 

Fort Leg, VA. 


Senator Cuavez. At this point in the record I shall insert a letter 
which I have received from Senator Robertson, requesting restora- 
tion of funds deleted by the House for the academic building at Fort 
Lee, Va. 


(The letter referred to follows :) 


Unirep STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 


July 30, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR DENNIS: On the assumption that you will conduct the hearings on the 
military construction appropriation bill, I am writing to express my interest in the 
restoration of an item of $3,410,000 for an academic building at Fort Lee which 
was eliminated on the House side. This construction has been approved by the 
Armed Services Committee of the House and Senate, authorized in a construc- 
tion bill passed by the Congress and is given a high-ordered priority by the 
Army. The Department of Defense will officially ask for the restoration of this 
item, and Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics of the Army, General Barney, will 
appear before our committee in behalf of the project. 

In the official statement of item justification data the Army will say: 

1. Without the academic building military personnel which will do vast buy- 
ing not only for the Army but other agencies in the field of consumer goods will 
not be properly trained to handle a future war. 

2. Without training that would lead to a permanent commission in the Quar- 
termaster Corps many able ROTC graduates will go back to civil life. 

3. By concentrating instruction the services of 5 supervisors can be eliminated 
with a saving of $50,000 per year and at the same time increasing the efficiency 
of instruction. 

4. By keeping superior instructors, $30,000 per year can be saved in training 
instructor replacements. 

5. $24,000 a year can be saved in transportation. 

6. $150,000 will be saved in heating and maintenance of heating equipment, 
$75,000 for maintenance of buildings, and $25,000 annually for maintenance of 
roads and grounds. 

7. If the Quartermaster Corps is forced to continue to use temporary buildings 
in scattered locations, an immediate rehabilitation of heat, electric power, lights, 
and structural repairs at a cost of about $584,000 will be necessary. 

The House committee gave no good and sufficient reason for turning down 
this item. I agree with the military authorities that it is a construction item 
of high priority and, therefore, I shall move in our committee for its restora- 
tion. And in doing so, it, of course, would be pleasing to me to have your sup- 
port as chairman of our Subcommittee on Defense Appropriations. 

With best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 


A. WIL.tts ROBERTSON. 
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ARMY WAR COLLEGE, CARLISLE, Pa. 


Senator Cuavez. I shall insert in the record a letter from Senator 
Martin of Pennsylvania requesting restoration of funds for military 
construction projects at Carlisle Barracks. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


JULY 29, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Defense, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR DENNIS: I am writing you with regard to an interest I have in the mili- 
tary construction appropriation bill, H. R. 13489. The item is the acquisition 
of land in connection with the Carlisle Barracks at Carlisle, Pa. It comes under 
the appropriation for the Second Army. This project was approved in its en- 
tirety in the authorization bill, H. R. 13015. It originally called for $2,274,000 
for hospital facilities, family housing, and the purchase of real estate. 

When the appropriation bill came before the House committee, the entire 
request for Carlisle Barracks was denied. The reason given was that there was 
not sufficient justification for the construction of a hospital nor for family 
quarters for senior officers. On the basis of the denial of the construction part 
of the project, the committee also refused the acquisition of land which would 
amount to only $354,000. 

It is my hope that I might be able to submit information to your committee 
that the acquisition of the land for this project is essential at this time to pro- 
vide a proper entrance for the War College at Carlisle, and to prevent its ac- 
quisition for other commercial purposes that would entirely destroy the ap- 
proach to the Army War College. It is, of course, my belief that the construc- 
tion of the requested facilities is also essential, but the elimination by the House 
of the construction items would not necessarily preclude the desirability of ac- 
quiring certain land ajoining the entrance of the college. 

I would like very much to have the opportunity of submitting further in- 
formation on this project to the committee when hearings are held, and will ap- 
preciate very much your consideration of my request. 

Very sincerely, 
EpWARD MARTIN. 


Army Corp RreGions LABORATORY, HANOVER, N. H. 


Senator Cuavez. At this point I shall also insert a letter from Sen- 
ator Cotton requesting restoration of funds for the Army Cold Regions 
Laboratory at Dartmouth College, Hanover, N. H. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
July 26, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to express my grave concern over two 
reductions which the House of Representatives made in H. R. 13489, the military 
construction appropriation bill, and to urge restoration of the full amount 
budgeted in both cases. The projects involved are both in New Hampshire, but 
the effects of the House cuts on our national policy and welfare are serious and 
far reaching. 

In denying additional funds for the Cold Regions Laboratory of the Army Corps 
of Engineers and suggesting a further study of available facilities, the House 
Appropriations Committee has delivered a severe setback to one of our most 
important research activities. As you know, the purpose of this laboratory is to 
increase the ability of the armed services to conduct larges-cale Arctic operations 
of all kinds. 

We are all coming to the vital realization that the U. S. S. R. does not lie 
either to the east or to the west of North America. It lies to the north—across 
the Arctic. A special Navy study group has reported that “expanded Arctic 
research is essential so that we may extend our northern military frontier to the 
Soviet Arctic littoral * * * a vacuum exists in the Arctic Ocean area due to our 
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lack of capability in this region. Russia’s historic preeminence in cold-regions 
research, development, and operations must be reckoned with in this connection. 
Large-scale, intensive, and competent Arctic research development is being 
pursued by the Soviets without fanfare.” 

After many years of study, the Army Corps of Engineers, which carries on a 
large share of our Arctic research, recommended the establishment of a consoli- 
dated, well-equipped laboratory on the campus of Dartmouth College at Hanover, 
N. H., to meet the urgent needs of the Nation in this field. In my opinion, it 
would be tragic for us to delay this work in any way, and I hope the committee 
will recommend appropriation of the $1,291,000 requested for this vital project. 

The House Appropriations Committee also denied the Air Force request of 
$683,000 for additional water supply facilities at the Pease Air Force Base, 
Portsmouth, N. H. It appears from the statements in the committee report 
that their action is based on a misunderstanding of the situation. Appropriation 
of the full amount requested is essential, in my opinion, to enable the Air Force 
to meet its legal commitment for water to the city of Portsmouth and to do so 
wihout infringing on the rights of other communities in southeastern New 
Hampshire. The question of Federal infringement on existing water rights has 
often come before Congress in the past. In this case, the issue can be resolved 
to the satisfaction of all parties by construction of a surface water supply with 
the additional appropriation requested. 

I hope you will bring my views on these matters to the attention of all the 
members of the committee. Should it be desirable, I shall be happy to appear 
before the committee in person to testify on these projects. 

With every good wish, 

Yours sincerely, 
Norris Corton, United States Senator. 


TEXAS PROJECTS 


Senator Cuavez. At this point in the record I shall insert a letter 
received from Senator Johnson relative to the reinstatement of cer- 
tain Texas projects. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

JULY 31, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Military Construction Subcommittee, Senate Appropriations 
Committee, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DreAR DENNY: I should like to request permission to appear before your sub- 
committee in order to urge the reinstatement of a number of important military 
construction projects in my State which were eliminated by the House of Rep- 
resentatives, as well as to urge the addition of two very important projects 
which were never even considered by the House Appropriations Committee. 

The budgeted items for Texas which I feel strongly should be reinstated 
are as follows: 


(1) James Connally Air Force Base, Waco, Tez. 


The House committee deleted a parallel runway at James Connally Air 
Force Base, recommending that the Air Force make a thorough study of the 
requirement for it. The Air Force has already made a thorough study of this 
requirement and the runway is urgently needed as a safety measure. The 
present runway is being utilized for jet takeoffs even though a hangar is 
located inside the limits specified by regulation for such takeoffs and a portion 
of the ramp must now be used as clearance. This situation greatly increases 
the possibility of compound aircraft losses from one accident. The Air Force 
states that the expenditure of this $3% million (approximately 16 percent 
of the total investment at the base) will result in an estimated increase of 
30 percent in the capability of the base. 

(2) Fort Bliss, El Paso, Tez. 

The House deleted funds at Fort Bliss for 13 guided missile laboratory build- 
ings and 2 administration and classroom buildings. The House committee 
stated it would offer no objection to the resubmittal of these buildings after 
design has been completed and realistic cost estimates are available. The Army 
states that these facilities are most essential for expanded missile training and 
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that while it is true that design has not been completed, the laboratories are 
needed during the present fiscal year and that design will be completed in the 
very near future. 


(3) Airmen dormitories, airmen dining halls, officers quarters and service clubs 


The House of Representatives deleted airmen dormitories at Brooks Air Force 
Base, San Antonio, and Biggs Air Force Base, El Paso, airmen dining hall at 
Brooks Air Force Base, San Antonio, and an officers quarters and service club 
at Sheppard Air Force Base, Wichita Falls, Tex. The Air Force states that 
without these requested facilities the personnel and activities scheduled for 
assignment to these bases can be accommodated only by greatly overcrowding 
and doubling up in existing facilities not designed for the purpose. 

In the case of the airmen dormitories and dining halls, these facilities are 
needed to replace ones that currently exist but are extremely substandard. 
They are of temporary wartime construction designed for a very limited life 
expectancy which has long since passed. The facilities are in advanced stages 
of deterioration and cannot economically be maintained or rehabilitated accord- 
ing to the Air Force. 


(4) Webb Air Force Base, Big Springs, Tex. 


The House eliminated $6,767,000 for an aircraft control and warning system 
at Webb Air Force Base because the item was not contained in the authorizing 
legislation as passed by the House of Representatives. This item was added 
to the authorizing legislation by the Senate Armed Services Committee and 
approved by the Senate yesterday. 

This project is an integral part of the SAGE program and should be rein- 
stated in the appropriation bill now that it has been reinstated in the authori- 
zation bill. The Air Force very much wishes to commence occupancy of this 
facility in May of 1961 and states that this target date will have no chance of 
accomplishment unless the appropriation is made in this bill. 

In addition to the above budgeted items, we have two very important Texas 
projects which were in the authorization bill passed by the Senate yesterday 
and which I hope very much your subcommittee can see fit to include in the 
appropriation bill. These are as follows: 


(1) School of Aviation Medicine, Brooks Air Force Base, San Antonio 


Our armed services are going forward in the field of space operations. It 
is imperative that if we do so we also move forward in the field of space 
medicine. The military construction authorization bill which passed the Senate 
yesterday contained an item of $12 million for the construction of laboratories 
and research projects to carry forward their studies in the field of space medicine. 
I know that our failure to appropriate the necessary funds for research and 
laboratory construction will result in our lagging behind in the space field, 
regardless of how fast we move on propulsion, guidance, and other phases of 
this vital subject. 


(2) Naval Training Complez, Corpus Christi, Tez. 


While Texas has one of the longest coastlines of any State in the United 
States and while it has at Corpus Christi one of the most important naval 
installations in the country, the military construction appropriation bill con- 
tains no funds for the improvement of this important installation. Quite a lot 
of work is needed at the three installations comprising the Corpus Christi com- 
plex—the Corpus Christi Naval Air Training Station, the Kingsville Naval 
Station, and the Beeville Naval Station. The Navy plans to request a sub- 
stantial appropriation for this work next year. However, in the authorization 
bill the Congress authorized the commencement of this improvement program 
with the inclusion of a project for the construction of a barracks at the Kings- 
ville station. This project will cost $1,041,000. I very much hope that your 
subcommittee can see fit to include this item in the apppropriation bill also. 

It is not my desire to take the time of your subcommittee unnecessarily as 
I know you have many important items to cover. If you feel that this letter 
gives sufficient information to permit the members of your subcommittee to give 
serious consideration to the approval of the above items, I shall, of course, not 
make a personal appearance before you. On the other hand, if you have any 
serious doubts about these projects I should very much like to come before you 
and expand on the information above. 

Sincerely, 


LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 
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ARMORY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 


Senator Cuavez. At this point in the record I shall insert another 
letter 1 have received from Senator Lyndon Johnson regarding Army 
and Air Force National Guard and Naval Reserve construction proj- 
ects. 


(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER, 
Washington, D. C., August 1, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Military Construction Subcommittee, Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate. 

Deark DENNY: Following up my letter of yesterday about military construc- 
tion projects in Texas which I feel should be included in the pending military 
construction appropriation bill, I should like to urge the following additional 
items for the Reserve Forces in my State. These are presently included in 
the authorization bill (H. R. 13015) as it passed the Senate. The bill is now 
pending in conference, and I am encouraged to feel it will be finally approved. 


Army National Guard: 


OUT ict cc iecacn coon a taihiosertied Gnrteepeiteaiien aid taiaieniaceaaemda eta eae enn ee ie $231, 000 
PRON ah tc ssessaiciene snaere ead cease cabelas aaeenbaaae tos eae eee 86, 000 
OF ia asaascecacecctoncacins nn nv inhincenasttinha eb ttiee aaneiciae demandes eee 93, 000 
TTR NO: Big pctiirecciacinkdtieeictstgeckiccsscaalageamen cient aes ieee 154, 000 
ON ssc ab wishin eel dni seagate ae eect 93, 000 
Can OG nei i eS SSeS See aes 104, 000 
COORNOONE Tia erica etre ae eck el ee Sale 111, 000 
Ote CONC is. in hctaiicinbctlici atest es ddan dae Bie 90, 000 
ROUGE Ts Bias sie ihn ln deena dat. Dore ato d ee ee 323, 000 
Houston No. 2__ ~~ hierdie ibaa ia i oa ie ume atin eee! eee ee 264, 000 
OR I ia iii sete ttiicic nit blas Sice aa ee ese ae ee ena 153, 000 
Army TReterve : SiG. éiccadiascttniticidcuninitene 134, 000 


Also included in the authorization bill, as well as in the military construction 
appropriation bill now before you, are these two additional items: 


Naval and Marine Reserve: Naval Air Station, Dallas_______-_---_ $259, 000 
Air National Guard: Hensley Field, Grand Prairie_______-_ Pies $1, 862, 000 


I am told that these projects meet the various Federal criteria. I believe you 
realize, as I do, that at this time in world affairs it would be well for us to 
step up our Reserve program. Therefore, I earnestly urge your committee to 
give favorable consideration to the inclusion of funds in the present bill for 
these specific projects. 

With highest regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 


New LONDON NATIONAL GUARD ARMORY 


Senator Cuavez. At this point let the record include a letter I have 
received from Congressman Seely-Brown requesting consideration of 
funds to construct a new National Guard Armory at New London, 
Conn. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

HOvwUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 1, 1958. 
Senator CarL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HAYDEN: As you probably know, H. R. 13015, the military con- 
struction authorization bill, was amended in the Senate Armed Services Commit- 
tee to include an item of $360,000 for the construction of a new armory in New 
London, Conn. New London is 1 of the 64 towns in the district which I represent. 
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The present armory in New London is 74 years old and is in deplorable condi- 
tion. The State public works department condemned it and it is, for all intents 
and purposes, unsafe and unfit for any use whatsoever. The 1957 session of the 
Connecticut General Assembly appropriated funds for the State’s share in the 
construction of this proposed new National Guard armory. 

This letter is written to urge your committee to include in the bill, H. R. 13489, 
military construction appropriation bill, the necessary funds to provide for the 
construction of the armory in question. 

Thanking you for such consideration as you may give this request, I am 

Very sincerely yours, 
HorACE SEELY-BrowNn, Jr., 
Member of Congress, Second Connecticut District. 


SIERRA ORDNANCE Depot (ARMY), HERLONG, CALIF. 


Senator Cuaverz. I also have a letter from Senator Knowland, 
which was forwarded to the subcommittee, and which will be made 
a part of the record at this point. It deals with funding for the 
Sierra Ordnance Depot at Herlong, Calif. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
June 18, 1958. 
Re Sierra Ordnance Depot, Herlong, Calif. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropriations, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR HaypDEN: In the 84th Congress two projects were approved for 
the Sierra Ordnance Depot, on which construction has not yet been undertaken. 
The Army has requested funds and the House has approved the inclusion of one 
of these in the 1958 program. In order to permit the work to begin at the earliest 
possible date, I will appreciate favorable consideration to the Army’s request for 
$1,075,000 which will cover: 


Ammunition burning and demolition ground______._____-______-____ $342, 000 
Ammunition maintentinee tulldife........ 3... 0.26. en ek ken 733, 0OV 
a a ee 1, O75, 000 


Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM F.. KNOWLAND. 


NAVAL SHIPYARD, LONG BEACH, CALIF. 


Senator Cuavez. Also, I shall include in the record a letter from 
Senator Knowland requesting restoration of funds for the Long 
Beach, Calif., Naval Shipyard. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 


July 29, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Department of Defense Comimttee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: The military construction authorization bill for fiscal 
year 1959 recommends appropriation item of $6 million for the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. 

The Secretary of the Navy is directed to make this expenditure only after a 
determination that subsidence work being taken by the local and State officials 
is being carried out effectively. I am advised that the House Appropriations 
Committee has eliminated all except $500,000 for this shipyard and I would like 
to have my request a matter of record, urging the Senate committee to restore 
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the full amount of $6 million in the Senate‘s military construction appropriation 
bill. 
With best personal regards, I remain. 
Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM F’. KNOWLAND. 


Newport, R. L., NAvat FACILITIES 


Senator Cuavez. At this point I shall insert a letter from Senator 
Pastore regarding Newport, R. L., projects. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

JULY 25, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Department of Defense, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Senator: I am deeply concerned with the fate of certain projected 
improvements and replacements of facilities at Newport, R. IL. to service our 
ships and the personnel who man them, as contained in the “Military construc- 
tion” appropriations for 1959. I have told you personally of my fears that a 
false economy would be, choosing the wrong time, in these days when we 
need to be strong—the wrong place, the naval arm which is a mighty force 
when our good name is threatened—the wrong persons, the enlisted men 
if our Navy who do not have the prestige, perhaps, to plead their own case. 

My fears crystalized in the failure of the other House of the Congress to 

match its appropriations to the needs as advanced by the responsible officers of 
the United States Navy. 
As it now becomes the responsibility and the authority of the subcommittee 
which you are chairman to review the whole subject, I am asking an op- 
portunity to appear before your committee to submit views. In this I am cer- 
tain that Representative John E. Fogarty, of the Second Congressional Dis- 
trict of Rhode Island, will desire to associate himself and I know you will value 
his logic and experience. 

I commend the other House insofar as they did appropriate some $3 million. 
Insofar as they eliminated some $5 million of construction, I feel that their 
action lacks foresight and does not achieve the savings nor meet the basic 
needs of the men whom we ask to fight our battles for us. 

I will not base my argument on any narrow premise of what $5 million of 
‘onstruction would mean to a labor-surplus area like Rhode Island. Nor will 
I stress that the plans for all this are already complete or so near completion 
that these millions could be put to work practically immediately. 

Rather I am concerned that these improvements and replacements which have 
been previously recommended are now condemned in this year of our deep in- 
volvements. 

I am concerned because some of these facilities built in another war genera- 
tion—and because of war pressures of that time built to minimum and austere 
standards, inadequate and inefficient even for their day, now after 16 years of 
deterioration, in their substandard and unsanitary decay, will still brazen their 
way through as the still “temporary” quarters of our men—our fighting men— 
ur citizen sailors—our sons. 

Where this language seems harsh, the words are taken from the evidence 
which describes these tarpaper roofs of wooden buildings in poor structural 
ondition, half the standard size for their purposes. 

The enlisted men’s barracks with a decent heating system, an enlisted men’s 
service club for an enlisted personnel that is one-third the entire population of 
the base city—an enlisted men’s messhall to be safe and sanitary and eliminate 
the extra hours it takes to feed men in an undersized operation—these surely 
are not luxuries. 

To replace a steam plant that wastes hours, when time is the most costly 
commodity in this age when we have lost so much time—to replace it with a 
plant whose dollar savings will practically pay the interest in the new efficient 
plant—all this seems just common sense. 
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To repeat the sham economy of 16 years ago would be tragic. That sham 
would be our shame. We have a chance to be—not generous—but genuinely 
wise and worthy of the men we ask to give so much. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN OQ. PASTORE, 
United States Senator. 


NAVAL AUXILIARY AIR STATION, WHITING FIELD, FLA. 


Senator Cuavez. At this point in the record I shall insert a letter 
I have received from Congressman Sikes relative to the purchase of 
property located near Whiting Field, Fla. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 1, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Defense Subcommittee of Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: For 3 years the Department of the Navy has been promis- 
ing to purchase property located near Whiting Field, Fla., which is now owned 
by Frichez, Inc., of Pensacola, Fla. There is an authorization for the purchase 
of this land. 

When the Navy’s request for appropriations was before the House, I very 
frankly failed to detect that funds for the purpose of buying this property were 
not included. I had relied on the fact that the Navy had promised me such a 
request would be included. The attached copy of a letter which I received in 
February from Rear Adm. E. J. Peltier on this subject bears out this fact. 

The owners can’t use the property because of its location between the Navy’s 
housing project and Whiting Field proper. Thus, I think it grossly unfair for 
the Navy to make no effort to acquire the property and yet at the same time 
prohibit the use of the property by its owners. Consequently, I am now asking 
that you take the necessary steps to include funds in the military construction 
bill for the purchase of this property. Your cooperation in this will be per- 
sonally appreciated. 

With good wishes, I am, 

Sincerely, 
30B SIKES. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
BUREAU OF YARDS AND DOCKS, 
Washington, D. C., February 7, 1958. 
Hon. Rosert L. F. SIKEs, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. SrKeEs: The Office of Legislative Liaison has referred to us your 
inquiry of January 27 on behalf of Mr. Lars Sanchez concerning the proposed 
acquisition of property adjoining the Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Whiting Field, 
Fla. 

The 50-acre parcel of land lying between Owens Court subdivision and the sta- 
tion proper is included within an area proposed for acquisition in connection with 
the flight operations at Whiting Field. 

It is anticipated that additional land interests will be required in the other 
lands owned by Messrs. Fricker and Sanchez adjacent to this station. However, 
due to the limitation on the expenditure of funds in fiscal year 1958 and fiscal 
year 1959, the acquisition of this land or land interests has been temporarily de- 
ferred. It is anticipated that funding required for this acquisition adjacent to 
Whiting Field will be included in the appropriations in the near future. 

Therefore, we are unable to take any further action on the acquisition of land 
or land interests adjacent to this station until funds become available. 

For your convenience, your correspondence is returned. 

With kindest regards, 

Sincerely, 


E. J. PELTIER, 
Rear Admiral, CEC, USN, Chief of Civil Engineers. 
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Are Force INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY, WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR ForcE BASE, OHIO 


Senator Cuavez. Also, I shall place in the record a letter I have re- 
ceived from Senator Lausche regarding the restoration of funds for 


the Air Force Institute of Technology at Wright-Patterson Air Force 
Base, Ohio. 


(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 


July 30, 1958. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR: This letter is with reference to H. R. 13489, making appro- 
priations for military construction for the Defense Department for fiscal year 
1959, which is presently pending before your committee. 

On July 24, the House passed H. R. 13489 without amendment. 

Prior to presenting the bill for House consideration, the committee removed 
provisions for the construction of new facilities for the Air Force Institute of 
Technology presently located at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. Con- 
gressman Paul F. Schenck offered an amendment to replace this amount of money 
in the bill, but his amendment was defeated. 

A review of the House debate on this amendment indicates that two points 
were brought out in opposition: further study is necessary to determine location, 
and project is low on Air Force priority list for construction. 

It is my understanding that a number of studies have been made, and all 
indicate that the only place practical for the location is at Wright-Patterson. 
Furthermore, General Combs has stated that the location at Wright-Patterson 
field is most important and that the school should be there regardless of the 
type of facilities provided. 

It is my further understanding that the Air Force also regards this project 
as having a high priority and as being very necessary; also, its position in Air 
Force planning was high enough so that it would have been funded during the 
coming year had it not been cut out by the House committee. 

It is my hope that the Appropriations Committee will give careful study to 
the need of this specialized institution of higher learning in the light of our 


ever increasing need for technically and scientifically trained personnel in our 
armed services. 


With kindest personal regards, I remain 
Sincerely yours, 
FRANK J. LAUSCHE. 
Arr Force INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY, WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, Onto 


Senator Cuavez. At this point in the record I shall insert a letter 
received from Senator Bricker relative to the restoration of funds 
for the Air Force Institute of Technology at Wright-Patterson Air 
Force Base, Ohio. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 


July 30, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Defense Subcommittee, 
Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: On July 24 the House of Representatives passed with- 
out amendment H. R. 13489, making appropriations for military construction 
for the Defense Department for the fiscal year 1959. Prior to reporting the 
bill, the House Appropriations Committee disapproved funds for the construe- 
tion of new facilities for the Air Force Institute of Technology presently located 
at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. 
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I am taking this opportunity to urge you and your colleagues to restore the 
funds eliminated from the bill by the House committee. For your convenience, 
I am enclosing herewith Congressman Paul F. Schenck’s comments which ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of July 24. 

In my opinion, the two points made during the House debate in opposition to 
the restoration of funds were based on erroneous information. This project is 
not low on the Air Force priority list for construction. The Air Force regards 
this project as very necessary and its position in Air Force planning was so 
high that it would have been funded during the coming year had it not been 
disapproved by the House Appropriations Committee. 

In the second place, a number of studies have already been made all of which 
indicate that the only practical location for new facilities of the Air Force Insti- 
tute of Technology is at Wright-Patterson. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN BRICKER. 


MEMPHIS GENERAL Depot, MEMPHIS, TENN. 


Senator Cuavez. I shall place in the record at this point a letter I 
have received from Senator Gore relative to restoration of funds at the 
Memphis General Depot, Memphis, Tenn. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
July 25, 195 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Wushingion, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: The House of Representatives declined to appropriate 
$1,464,000, recommended by the Department of Defense, for the renovation of 
warehouse facilities at the Memphis General Depot. I believe the House of 
Representatives was misguided in this action. 

In my view, the appropriation is required in the interests of economy and effi- 
ciency of operation. Failure to make this appropriation would be false economy 
indeed. 

Since I will be in Tennessee for the next few days in a primary election, I take 
this means of making a personal appeal to you to recommend this appropriation 
to the Senate. 

Sincerely your friend, 
ALBERT GORE. 


COMMITTEE RECESS 


Senator Cuavez. The committee is in this situation: Tomorrow we 
are going to mark up the mutual security bill. Wednesday we are 
meeting ‘with the House to try to settle the $40 billion defense bill. 
So, hence, the earliest that we can have a meeting will be on Thurs- 
day, and it will help us, too, to continue to then because by that time 
we might know how much we are going to consider for the Army. 

So the meeting is adjourned until T hursday morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m. (Monday, August 4, 1958), the com- 
mittee adjourned until 10 a. m., Thursday, August 7, 1958.) 
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THURSDAY, AUGUST 7, 1958 


Untrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-39, 
the Capitol, Hon. Dennis Chavez (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Chavez, Hayden, Ellender, Hill, Robertson, 
Stennis, Knowland, and Thye. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvyY 
FLEET FACILITIES 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. FOGARTY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 


NAVAL STATION, NEWPORT, R. I. 


Senator CuHavez. The committee will come to order. 

Congressman, if you have anything to tell us, we are ready to listen 
to you. 

Representative Focarry. Thank you very much, Senator. 

My name is John E. Fogarty. I represent the Second Congres- 
sional District of the State of Rhode Island, and I just happen to be 
on the Appropriations Committee of the other body, and that is why 
I am here today, to try to correct some cuts that were made on our 
side of the House that I did not think were justified. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


With the permission of the committee, I would like to ask permis- 
sion to file my statement and then briefly tell you what the problem 
is so you can get on with your testimony. 

Senator Cuavez. That will be done. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


Washington, D. C., August 2, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ. 


Chairman of the Defense Committee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: With your kind permission I would like to present 
the enclosed statement before your Defense Subcommittee in support of the 


Navy’s request for faciliites at the United States Naval Base, Newport, R. I. 
Kindest regards, 


Sincerely yours, 
JOHN FB. FoGarry, 
Member of Congress. 
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STATEMENT OF Hon. JoHN E. FoGarty, UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 
SECOND CONGRESSIONAL DistrICT OF RHODE ISLAND, To SUPPORT THE DEPART- 
MENT OF THE NAVY REQUEST FOR FACILITIES AT THE UNITED STATES NAVAL BASE, 
Newport, R. I. 


Gentlemen, I welcome this opportunity to appear before this committee to 
present my personal views and to support the Navy’s request for facilities at 
the United States Naval Base, Newport, R. I. Since many opportunities permit 
me to visit and study the need of this important base of the Naval Shore 
Establishment, I believe my observations are more than that of a casual visitor. 

I have been informed there is a growing concern throughout the Navy over 
its deficiencies in personnel support facilities. If Newport is typical of existing 
facilities at other bases, the Navy’s concern is definitely justified. Berthing, 
messing, and recreational facilities are deteriorated, substandard, and inade- 
quate in size and other aspects. Living accommodations are temporary World 
War II structures, which definitely indicates they were designed for a short 
economic life. It appears to me that these structures have reached the point 
where it pays to replace them rather than continue ruinous maintenance costs. 
Material used in the wartime construction of these buildings was of low quality. 
Windows, doors, main supports, and flooring of all barracks require major re- 
pairs and replacement. Heating, lighting, and ventilation are definitely sub- 
standard in these deteriorated living facilities. In addition, these facilities are 
a serious fire hazard due to the temporary type of construction and to close 
spacing of the buildings. 

Approximately 75 percent of the personnel occupying these barracks are 
students, personnel of better than average intelligence, in whom the Navy is 
investing many millions of dollars in training costs. To retain these alert and 
capable young men in the service, living facilities must be provided which are 
comparable to facilities available to the average civilian. If the Navy fails to 
provide decent living conditions for its personnel, the result will be a continued 
drop in operating efficiency and low reenlistment rates with an abnormally 
high personnel turnover and replacement training costs. 

The messing facilities at this station, as well as barracks, are in poor mate- 
rial condition. The present messing facility consists of a temporary World 
War II messhall which had been reopened after being unused for several years. 
I was informed that the permanent messhall was destroyed by fire in 1947 and 
has never been replaced. The present messhall is in an advanced state of deteri- 
oration despite the station’s effort to properly maintain this facility. It appears 
that this building is beyond the state of economic usefulness and should be re- 
placed. The impressionable young men who have to eat their meals at this mess- 
hall are deserving of something more than this crowded, dismal facility. 

Adequate recreational facilities are also urgent requirements at this base 
which supports approximately 27,000 enlisted men on duty, aboard ships, or 
ashore in the Newport aera. The existing enlisted men’s service club is an 
overcrowded and a poorly located facility which is a serious fire hazard. 

In this environment, it is difficult to see how these fine young men can relax 
and enjoy themselves. After being out at sea on a rolling and pitching ship, 
living under close quarters, I fail to see how the present facility can possibly 
provide a relaxing and pleasant surrounding for these men when ashore. These 
enlisted men must, nevertheless, accept this condition, I regret to say, as the 
city of Newport, which is 3 miles distant, with a population of 30,000, has very 
limited recreational facilities. Theaters, dancehalls, sports events, and other 
young men’s interests in this city are far below average for a city of this 
size, and are already crowded. The nearest city with sufficient recreational 
facilities is Providence, R. I.. which is 32 miles from Newport. This city is too 
far for young men to commute in order to find an evening’s entertainment. 

In my opinion, this club is an urgent requirement to provide an adequate recre- 
ational facility capable of offering a period of relaxation for the large number 
of men at this base. It will improve morale and keep more enlisted men off the 
highways, consequently reducing the number of fatalities and injuries occurring 
in automobile accidents. 

I believe that of all measures that can be taken to encourage intelligent en 
listed men to select a naval career, proper living conditions and recreational fa- 
cilities offer the most for money and effort expended. Since Korea. we have been 
forced by rising prices and skyrocketing advance in technology to sacrifice every- 
thing for hardware. The Navy’s survival depends on our keeping pace with 
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science. But can we afford to house enlisted personnel in deteriorated, sub- 
standard facilities while we spend billions for the weapons they must employ? 

A look at the competing civilian economy for well-qualified personnel will tell us 
the Navy cannot be sold to bright, aggressive, ambitious young men it needs by 
messing and berthing them in crowded, dismal facilities. These enlisted men 
live in discomfort, and they resent it. 

I have been informed that many administrative measures taken within the 
Navy Department, as well as recent career-incentive legislation, have played a 
part in making naval careers more attractive. The implementation of recom- 
mendations of the Cordiner Committee will also have a marked effect. But none 
of these have, to use a colloquialism, hit the enlisted men where they live. 

The House committee, I think, made a mistake in eliminating the $1,877,000 
and allowing only $333,000 for the replacement of the boiler plants. The Naval 
Supply Deport at Newport is a permanent installation. A part of its mission is 
to service the fleet with petroleum products. The depot has a fuel farm for this 
purpose, with a storage capacity of 2,750,000 barrels for peacetime, emergency, 
and mobilization requirements. This facility is one of two major fleet fueling in- 
stallations on the entire east coast, the other being in the Norfolk, Va. area. It 
is very active in peacetime, handling more than 3 million barrels of oil an- 
nually, and hard pushed, working around the clock in wartime. Newport is a 
major destroyer base and headquarters for commander, destroyer force, United 
States Atlantic Fleet. This supply depot installation cost $16,550,000 to con- 
struct during World War II. The movement of product from tankers to the 
storage tanks and berthing facilities to service ships is by means of steam driving 
pumps. In addition, Navy special fuel stored in the tanks must be heated with 
steam during cold weather to decrease the oil viscosity and permit pumping of 
the fuel to the fueling berths. The entire steam system has reached its life 
expectancy. Continued maintenance will not keep the plant in operation. 

The greater portion of the project is for the replacement of major component 
parts, such as the steam-distribution system, condensate-return lines, steam 
turbines, and fuel pumps. It also includes the modernization of four 750-horse- 
power, high-pressure, steam boilers. The project includes the following principal 
items: 


Rehabilitation of the boiler plants___..---__--_____________ sii) $833; 000 
Rehabilitation of 100-pounds-per-square-inch distributing pipeline__._. 317, 000 
Rehabilitation of 200-pounds-per-square-inch distributing pipeline____ 346, 000 
Rehabilitation of turbines and pumpe «nosso nessa ee. _.._ 682,000 
20-inth ebeath  WBOR. iis ech cnasccenne eeeen des See 532, 000 


I SEE och sculls akc naan erate den needa ental roe csi gaiet eons inks A 


Each of the first four items répresents the rehabilitation of separate com- 
ponents of a system that are interdependent upon one another to effect the end 
result. The omission of any one of these items will preclude end use of the 
system to effect the necessary end result required. This steam system was con- 
structed early in World War II of such materials and equipment as were avail- 
able, and in a manner conducive to rapid completion. The techniques then 
utilized would not be considered conducive to long life, nor to facilitate mainte- 
nance. It must be recognized that the facilities so constructed served their 
wartime mission. Now we are compelled to place them in such material condi- 
tion as is necessary to serve a most important mission on the depot in such 
manner as Will minimize maintenance and permit the depot to perform its 
mission. 

The recommended project reduction by the House Appropriations Committee 
would yield only rehabilitation of the two boiler plants. Yet the capacity to 
generate steam would be of little benefit if the capability of distributing steam 
remains seriously impaired. Similarly, the capacity to generate and distribute 
steam would be of little benefit if the steam consuming remains in a seriously 
impaired state. Thus, it becomes necessary to effect rehabilitation of all of 
the first 4 items as 1 effort, each component of which is vitally reiated to the 
other. 

The last item, for a 10-inch steam line, will interconnect the 2 steam plants. 
This is the final increment of an interconnecting system, part of which is already 
in place. Completion of this tie line will permit operation of one plant during 
normal operations. However, for periods of maximum demand, the steam- 
generating capacity of both plants is required. This can be effected with a 
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skeleton crew for the peak requirements. It is also significant that, with com- 
pletion of the interconnecting steam line, it will be possible to normally alter- 
nate the operation of the two plants, thus permitting proper maintenance for 
each. This has heretofore been most difficult because of inability to shut down 
boiler plant No. 2 and satisfy the depot mission. There is no expansion of the 
generating capacity included in this item. 

A third boiler plant exists which is overage and in poor condition. During 
the winter, in periods of peak load, it must be operated. However, approval of 
all of this item, including the interconnecting 10-inch steam line, will provide 
sufficient flexibility that this third plant can be demolished. 

If this project is not approved in entirety, the ability of the depot to service 
the fleet will be seriously and dangerously impaired, and I urgently request 
your favorable consideration of the Navy’s request. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Representative Focarry. Mr. Chairman, the Navy Department this 
year asked for $5,944,000 for fleet facilities in Newport, R. I. The 
House reduced this amount by $3,311,000, and in their report said: 

Reductions of $3,311,000 have been made at the Naval Station, Newport, R. I., 
based on a continued use of existing facilities at this location rather than new 
construction at the present time. It is expected that the Navy will use funds 
appropriated for minor construction or maintenance and operation functions 
to convert existing facilities at Newport for service club activities. 

I raised the question when this action was taken in the full com- 
mittee before it went to the floor, and I was told at that time that the 
committee, in marking up this bill, had taken into consideration that 
if we were to replace any existing facilities of substandard structure 
or cheap temporary construction, they would be torn down. 

I noticed in Admiral Ailes’ testimony before the committee that he 
meets those specifications also. 


DENIAL OF FUNDS FOR MESS HALL 


What we have as a problem is they denied funds for a mess hall. 
They are serving these enlisted men now in a mess hall that is a tem- 
porary structure. The original mess hall was burned down 11 years 
ago. So they remodeled what they had there, and these buildings I 
saw being built during the early days of the war in 1941 and 1942. 
They are all cheap wooden-frame construction on temporary founda- 
tions, and most of them were tar-paper roofs, and they are actually 
firetraps that they are living in now. 

This messhall was built to accommodate about 2,000 people, and 
today at peak load there they have to accommodate over 4,000 people. 

It was testified on the House side that they are eating under de- 
plorably unsanitary conditions, and I submit to you that I do not 
think that you want to eat under unsanitary conditions, and neither 
do I, and I do not think that it should be expected that the enlisted 
men should either. 

Senator Cuavez. Belonging to the Appropriations Committee, we 
are lucky if we get time to eat. 

Representative Focarry. That is right; but when you do, you do 
eat good and you want it clean, and so do I. 


BARRACKS 


The barracks is another item that they left out. These barracks 
that they are living in are the same kind of structure as the messhall. 
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They are cheap wooden frames with tar-paper roofs, and they are 
firetraps. We have had more than one fire in that area. 


BECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


Then we have the enlisted men’s service club. That has been denied 
also. 

Here we have the home port of the Atlantic Destroyer Fleet with 
about 27,000 enlisted men. Some 8,000 of these men go ashore there 
at any one time at this station some 3 or 4 miles outside of the city of 
Newport. If there is something that they really need it is recreational 
facilities. 

Senator Rosertrson. I read in the paper yesterday that Mrs. Eisen- 
hower said all you could do there would be to play golf, and I expect 
some of the sailors wouldn’t be interested in playing golf. 

Representative Fogarty. We have one of the finest golf courses in 
the country. As you know, the President, we hope, is going back to 
Newport again this year, and I was just surprised that some of my 
Republican friends did not take care of this situation because the 
President spent his vacation at Newport where these funds were being 
cut out, and I could not understand that either. 

Senator CHavez. We have to help that situation. 

Representative Fogarry. Senator, in closing, one of the main rea- 
sons I appear before you is bec: ause during the last war I had the 
privilege of serving on the old Naval Affairs. Committee in the House, 
and I remember, Senator Robertson, going down to your area, as one 
of my first tours with the Naval Affairs Committee, in January of 
1943, landing in a snowstorm in Norfolk and the deplorable condi- 
tions that we found existing in Norfolk at that time. We came back 
and recommended that one of the first things that should be done was 
to provide recreational facilities in that area, which they did not have, 
and a proper place to eat and a proper place to be housed. Those 
were the three major things that we found. 

Senator Rosertson. Congressman, all through the years we have 
been too modest in our requests. We never get “much money for Vir- 
ginia, but they have done better in the naval installation since you 
were there, and before we finish this bill we are going to help Fort 
Lee a little bit, too, I think. 

Representative Focarry. As long as you take care of Newport, fine. 
That is my object here today. 

Senator Cuavez. Let’s listen to Rhode Island first. 

Representative Focarry. That is right. That is one of the main 
reasons I am here today, because of my observations in those war years 
on my trips all over the country visiting naval installations under 
wartime conditions. At that time we found that the things that the 
enlisted men wanted most were decent recreational facilities, decent 
food to eat and a clean place to eat in, and a decent place to sleep, and, 
of course, they should be built of fireproof construction. These build- 
ings were all built in 1941. They have outlived their usefulness. It 
is going to cost three times the money to maintain them, and I do not 
think this Government can afford to maintain existing firetraps if 
we expect these enlisted men to do the job that they are being called 
upon to do now where they are on foreign soil. 
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Senator Rozertson. I am in sympathy with your position. How 
much restoration are you asking? 

Representative Focarry. I am asking for the full amount that the 
Navy requested of the Congress. 

Senator Rosertson. That is the full budget estimate? 

Representative Focartry. Yes. 


BUDGET BUREAU RECOMMENDATIONS 


May I add one point? It is my understanding that the Navy De- 
partment received from the field, from all these installations, requests 
amounting to $6 billion, and because of the physical problem that we 
are facing, they joined in and they cut these requests from $6 billion 
down to $400 million, which, I think, is an absolute minimum that 
they should be asking for at this time. The amount that they asked 
the Congress cleared the Bureau of the Budget, and when you get 
something cleared through the Bureau of the Budget today you are 
doing pretty good. If there was any fat in it, I am sure they would 
have cut it out, but they did not cut this budget a dime. 

Senator Cravez. I know one thing. We are always worried when 
the Bureau of the Budget recommends something. 

Representative Focarry. I am always worried when they cut out 
something because I have been, as you know, in conference commit- 
tees with you before, and I have been fighting with the Bureau of the 
Budget on other items which you and I have a common interest in. 
My experience has been that they have always been cutting and not 
allowing something, and if the Navy Department could present as 
good a case as they did and get by the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Chiefs of Staff and the President and have it presented to Congress, 
I think they have a real good case. 


STEAM FACILITIES PLANT 


There is one other item, the steam facilities plant that they also 
denied, which is absolutely essential to the operation of the fleet in 
Newport. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you, and I hope 
that these men, that we have under arms today, who are being called 
upon today to do the job for us, are given at least decent housing 
facilities and decent food to eat and a clean place to eat in, and recre- 
ational facilities that any person that is on board a destroyer cer- 
tainly needs because this is the home port of the Atlante destroyer 
fleet with as many as eighty-some destroyers at one time. 

Senator Cuavez. I want to assure you that the committee will give 
it most serious consideration, and I think we understand the morale 
that builds up with having decent living quarters and recreational 
centers. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, pardon me. I came in just a little 
late. I want to keep a memo on some of these matters, not having 
been here all the time. 

What items were they that you requested, just previously, without 
describing them? Were they all recreational facilities? 

Representative Fogarty. No. The first was the barracks and heat- 
ing plant expansion, and then the enlisted men’s messhall, and the 
enlisted men’s service club, and the steam facilities that are just worn- 
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out and have to be replaced. They allowed a couple of boiler plants 
to be replaced, but replacing two boiler plants without replacing the 
old casing steam-pipes that they used as a temporary provision in the 
last war just does not make sense to me. 

Senator Stennis. With the exception of the last item. they are all 
items that really go to the morale and the activities and semirecrea- 
tion and all? 

Representative Fogarty. Yes, sir. 

Senator Srennis. And this place here is the home port for the fleet 
when they come in? 

Representative Focartry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. These boys have been out to sea and when they 
come back there they spent some time. Is that right? 

Representative Foaarry. Yes, sir. And you know how small a 
destroyer is and what they go through when they are out for a couple 
of months. 

Senator Stennis. That is avery strong appeal. 

Representative Focarry. Newport, R. L., is a city of 30,000 or 40,000 
people, but it is 33 or 34 miles from the city of Providence, which is 
the real recreational area. We do not have any train transportation. 
The only transportation facilities we have are buses and private auto- 
mobiles, and because of these enlisted men wanting to get to Providence 
in a hurry we have had several serious accidents due to that lack of 
recreational facilities in this area. 

Senator Stennis. The idea that some have that these are frills and 
that these are social entertainment places and all is wrong. This is 
a part of our military setup. 

Representative Foaarry. These are just meeting minimum needs at 
the time to replace some real firetraps that were built in the last World 
War. That isall itis. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, Congressman. 

Representative Fogarty. Thank you. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Pastore has a statement in support of the 
same naval station. 

Nava Sratron, Newport, R. I. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN 0. PASTORE, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Pasrore. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, first 
of all, let me say how much I appreciate the opportunity of coming 
here. 

We now have under discussion the Euratom agreements which will 
take the greater part of the day, and it is quite a convenience for me 
to utilize this interlude for this purpose. 

I am very happy to come here and discuss with the committee H. R. 
13489, the military construction appropriations for 1959. I am direct- 
ing my remarks to requests for appropriations sought by the Depart- 
ment of the Navy for supply facilities and fleet facilities at Newport, 
R. I., the major east-coast homeport of the Atlantic Fleet destroyers. 
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REHABILITATION AND IMPROVEMENT OF STEAM FACILITIES 


For the naval supply depot at Newport for rehabilitation and im- 
provement of steam facilities the Navy asked $2,210,000. They were 
granted only $333,000. The purpose of these facilities is to heat and 
pump fuel required to supply the ships of the fleet. 

There are three boilerhouses. No. 1 is obsolete, badly deteriorated 
and used only in times of peak demand. It is planned to eliminate this 
entirely. 

No. 2 and No. 3 were built in 1942 at a time when top quality ma- 
terial was not available for the Shore Establishment. Absolutely 
minimum facilities of the most fundamental character were installed. 
These conditions shorten the usual life of such plants. 

No. 3 is deteriorated and used only about 200 hours a year. No. 
carries most of the load and is in use 90 percent of the time, around the 
clock and around the calendar, winter and summer. 

There are three basic questions : 

What will it cost? $2,210,000. 

What will it save? At least $53,000 a year, at least a 21% percent 
return on the cost. 

FEAR OF OPERATIONAL FAILURE 


What will it cost not to do it? The facility has broken down many 
times and what is feared is operational failure of the whole facility. 

An example of failure was the loading of a fuel tanker. This 
normally 4-hour operation took 4 days. Plans are prepared to make 
this a dependable facility. The costs are estimated at $2,210,000. 
And I am very happy to say at this time that this authorization 
passed the House of Representatives and was pending in the authori- 
zation bill before our Senate, and the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi, who is chairman of that subcommittee on authorization, 
because he is a member of the Armed Services Committee, agreed 
with me that this was absolutely necessary and that was reauthor- 
ized in the Senate only recently. 

To grant only 15 percent of ‘this is to advocate a dangerous patched- 
up program. Time is too valuable today to be bargained away for 
doubtful sav ings in this area of our armed strength. 

In the categor y of fleet facilities, the Navy was refused on three 
important items intended to relieve substandard conditions in hous- 
ing, messing, and recreation for enlisted men. 


SUBSTANDARD FACILITIES 


For a barracks and heating plant, the Navy asked $1,602,000. Noth- 
ing was appropriated. 

This is for two 180-man barracks with heating plant to replace 
barracks that were temporary when constructed for World War II 
and have deteriorated below the point that we should ask this genera- 
tion of enlisted men to endure. 

Another item was for a messhall for $1,048,000. Nothing was 
appropriated. 

This is to replace a deplorably unsanitary messhall. It is designed 
for 2,000 men. This is not excessive, for at times it has to serve 
over 4,000 men. 
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Another item was for an enlisted men’s service club for $661,000. 
Nothing was appropriated for this item. 

The existing club is in poor structural condition under its tarpaper 
roof. A club twice the size is needed to accommodate the 8,000 of 
the fleet and 2,000 personnel shore-based. It is asking too much to 
expect the city of Newport with a population of 37,000 to provide 
recreational and amusement facilities for so many. These men and 
women deserve better of us. 

All these facilities are so necessary, so well conceived, and so well 
thought through that from the working plans, construction could 
start promptly. I feel that the House committee’s suggestion that 
the $3,311,000 cut they decreed can be made up from “minor con- 
struction or maintenance and operation functions” borders on the 
absurd. 

Naturally I have an immediate interest in installations within my 
State of Rhode Island. I think every Member of the Senate feels like- 
wise about his own State. But I am deeply impressed by the good 
case made out by the Navy and from my own knowledge of condi- 
tions governing these facilities. 

I might say at this juncture I am very familiar with them be- 
cause it was my privilege to serve as Governor of my State for 6 years, 
and I think I know a little bit about the naval installations in the 
State of Rhode Island. 

I realize it is easier for me to concentrate on these intimate needs, 
easier than for the committee of the House. I agree with their own 
view that it was a hard-working committee, with the record of their 
hearings filling 2 volumes, containing 2,431 pages, covering the entire 
military construction program of our Government at home and 
abroad. 

I also agree with their own modest statement that it would be im- 
possible for any committee in considering such a vast program to 
avoid making some errors of judgment. 

This I feel is such an error of judgment, in the face of the facts 
supplied by the Navy, and in face of the facts that the dangers of 
these times bring to our thinking. 


NAVY PERSONNEL POLICY 


We must not fall into a penny-wise pound-foolish philosophy. 
We must not indulge in complacency amid the urgencies of this 
hour. Nothing short of the speediest should satisfy us in providing 
depot facilities. And I like the statement of the Navy in regard 
toits personnel. Itreads: 


We recognize that even our most advanced machines without competent 
people are of little value. We try to house these people decently, to feed them 
adequately, and to furnish them means for healthful and wholesome recreation 
and relaxation. The Navy considers these types of facilities to be operational 
requirements. We must provide them if we are to retain even our hard core 
of highly trained officers and men on a career basis. 


It is to the credit of the Navy that they continually examine exist- 
ing facilities so that they may not keep in operation these which can 
be dropped without loss in military and operating efficiency and econ- 
omy. Then they present their case so well that authorization has 
been granted for all the projects I have mentioned. For the most 
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part the authorization is for the year 1959. In the case of the bar- 
racks and heating plant the authorization is divided between 1957 and 
1959. Both House and Senate are in agreement as far as authoriza- 
tion is concerned. 

I feel that the Navy presentation was a practical view of our neces- 
sities. I feel that the authorization was a reasonable finding of our 
obligations. I urge that the appropriations shall measure up to our 
necessities of reestablishing these facilities at Newport. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and the members 
of the committee for the patience in listening to me, and I cannot urge 
too strongly upon the members of this committee that there we are in- 
dulging in a philosophy of being pennywise and pound _foolish. 
Those installations were installed at a time of emergency. They are 
now breaking down from time to time, and unless we restore them I 
am afraid that in the long run we will be spending much more money 
than if we assume that responsibility. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, Senator. 

We will now be happy to hear Congressman Forand. 


NAvAL STATION, NEWpoRT, R. I. 


STATEMENT OF HON. AIME J. FORAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Representative Foranp. Mr. Chairman, the Navy Department has 
asked Congress for appropriations it needs to meet the cost of proj- 
ects at Newport, R. I, that we consider necessary, but the House 
Appropriations Committee has taken it upon itself to unreasonably 
reduce these amounts in spite of the fact that the House Committee 
on Armed Services, after investigation and study, had approved the 
papers and the Congress authorized them by law. 

hat these projects are necessary and fully justified is evident 
to anyone who reads the record of the hearings before the House Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 


REQUEST FOR RESTORATION OF FUNDS 


I, therefore, respectfully request your committee to restore the bud- 
get figure of $9,683,000 for the fleet-base facilities item and $5,544,000 

or the supply facility item. 

This would permit the construction of 2 standard 180-man bar- 
racks buildings to replace deteriorated World War II temporary wood 
barracks which in reality have outlived their usefulness. 

It would also permit installation of another boiler in the heating 
plant to enable the plant to generate sufficient steam to meet heating 
requirements, plus a steam distribution line to the new barracks. 
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NEW MESSHALL 


It would permit the construction of a new messhall with a galley 
designed for feeding 2,000 men. The cafeteria, with a nominal ca- 
pacity of 2,000, will have a seating capacity of 600. This will replace 
the present deteriorated wood structure which was built in World 
War II as a temporary structure. 

The existing mess hall is deplorably unsanitary and fails to meet 
today’s requirements. In fact, during the summer months the de- 
mands on this messhall run up to 4,300 men, thus requiring extension 
of the serving time by an hour or more. 


RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


Present recreational facilities at the Newport base are very inade- 
quate and so far removed from the berthing area, where as many as 
8,000 men come ashore daily, that it is not within walking distance 
but some 3 miles away and without any means of transportation. 
Funds for new recreational facilities within easy reach of the men 
who come ashore is vitally needed and the request for these funds is 
included in the sum mentioned above. 

Newport is the home port of Atlantic Fleet destroyers, and there 
are always a large number of ships tied up at the piers or in the 
harbor. However, servicemen’g club facilities are so limited that they 
do not meet the needs of the 8,000 enlisted personnel that come ashore 
daily plus the 2,000 shore-based personnel that are on liberty at the 
same time. There is great need for the rquested $661,000 for the 
construction of an adequate enlisted men’s service club. 

These are but a few of the reasons that I feel adequately supports 
the request for the budget item appropriations referred to above. 


UNEMPLOYMENT SITUATION 


In addition to the Navy’s need of these facilities, it would also be 
well to bear in mind that should these projects be constructed, it would 
mean a great deal of employment to the people of Rhode Island. I 
am sure every member of your committee knows that Rhode Island 
has been in a distressed labor area category for a long time. As re- 
cently as a month ago 55,000 or approximately 13 percent of our work- 
ing force were out of employment. The present administration has 
said repeatedly that it would do everything possible to channel 
work into depressed areas so as to relieve the unemployment. Here 
is an opportunity not only to do this, but at the same time to meet 
some of the needs of the Navy, and I therefore respectfully urge your 
committee to restore the funds for these projects in the Newport area 
to the original budget figure. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committe. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, Congressman Forand. Senator Rob- 
ertson, I believe you have some witnesses you want to be heard. 

Senator Rozertson. I want to yield first to Senator Monroney. He 
has a brief statement, and then I will yield briefly to Representative 
Abbitt of the Fourth Virginia District. He does not want over 30 
seconds. 

Senator Cuavez. All right. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Fort Smit, OKLA., MISSILE SCHOOL 


Senator Monroney. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I appreciate this opportunity to make this statement regarding a very 
vital No. 1 project in our missile work at the Army missile school at 
Fort Sill, Okla. 

In order that you may have a clear picture regarding an estimated 
item of $2,151,000 for a new academic building and hard stand for 
the Department of Motors at the Army missile school at Fort Sill, 
Okla., which was deleted by the House Appropriations Committee and 
the House, I would like to call your attention to certain facts. 


EQUIPMENT FOR HANDLING MISSILES 


My investigation of this particular facility indicates that it is a 
No. 1 priority for Fort Sill essential for its instruction and training 
mission in the new missile program. As I understand it, the appro- 
priation involves the heavy and complicated pneumatic and hydraulic 
equipment required for the handling, assembling, and disassembling 
of gear for the Redstone, Corporal, Honest John, Lacrosse missiles 
as well as all phases of conventional artillery motors and self-pro- 
pelled transport. 

As you men well know, the gear for launching is very complicated, 
extremely sensitive and runs into the tens of millions of dollars. 

This new building will in no sense replace any existing facility. 
The Department is presently operating from overly committed World 
War II and pre-World War II tarpaper and wood construction. 
Costly electronic installations, which guide and direct these missles, 
and impossible structural changes to accommodate complex and over- 
sized equipment preclude further economic modification of present 
buildings. So a new and modern structure is needed. 


TRAINING SPECIALISTS 


I am told that the present missile unit activiation and deployment 
schedule make it imperative that construction start as soon as possible. 
If the item is not reinstated in the fiscal 1959 military construction 
appropriation program the delay plus building time would mean a 
severe blow to the training of specialists for our highly complicated 
missile program. All of the crews who launch the Redstone, the 
Honest John, the Corporal, and the new Lacrosse are trained at this 
Army missile school, and without the facilities for the launching 
apparatus, the guidance apparatus that this building will serve, I 
just do not see how they can carry on their mission. 

I note that the Army also is asking for restoration of the deleted 
building and hardstand under DA line No. B408-99, and would ap- 
preciate the committee’s further consideration of the request. 

I would like to say, if you put an order of priority, which I am 
sure this committee will do, on those things which are absolutely 
necessary to bring our missile program and ground defense up, I 
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hope you will pay special attention to the new academic building 
and hardstand for this missile school. While it is listed as a part 
of the Motors Department, it is truly not ordinary motors, It is 
the launching apparatus and the carrying of all these huge ground 
missiles where training is conducted. 

I thank the committee for the privilege of appearing here and 
allowing me to go on to preside over another committee. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you. 

Senator Ropertson. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to call 
on Representative Abbitt, of the Fourth Congressional District. He 
only wants 30 seconds. He will file his statement, but he will express 
his interest. He is accompanied by his friend, the commanding gen- 
eral of Fort Lee, and later we will present some testimony through 
General Barney about the restoration there of a quartermaster aca- 
demic building. 


Senator CHavez. We will be very glad to hear the gentleman. 


Fort LEE, VA., FACILITIES 


STATEMENT OF HON. WATKINS M. ABBITT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA; ACCOMPANIED 
BY MAJ. GEN. A. B. DENNISTON, COMMANDING GENERAL, 
QUARTERMASTER TRAINING CENTER, OFFICE OF QUARTER- 
MASTER GENERAL; AND DR. M. R. ALLEN, EDUCATIONAL 
ADVISER, QUARTERMASTER TRAINING CENTER, FORT LEE, VA. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Axspirr. Mr. Chairman, my name is W. M. Abbitt. I repre- 
sent the Fourth Congressional District of Virginia, and I deeply 
appreciate the opportunity and honor of appearing before this com- 
mittee. I have with me General Denniston, who is, as explained 
by Senator Robertson, commanding general of Fort Lee, and Dr. 
Allen, who is educational adviser. 

We are requesting the restoration of two items that were included 
in the request of the Defense Department for Fort Lee and approved 
by the Bureau of the Budget, but deleted by the House Appropria- 
tions Committee in the House. One is for the construction of a per- 
manent type quartermaster academic building. The estimated cost 
is $3,410,000. The second item is the bachelor officers’ quarters for 
nurses amounting to $268,000. 

I am not going to trespass on the time of this committee. I know 
the Senate is in good hands. Senator Robertson has ably looked out 
for the interests of our people, but I did feel that I ought to show 
the interest and need by coming over here and telling the committee 
about what we think is a vital necessity if we are to continue. 

Fort Lee is one of the most important facilities in our entire section 
of the country. It is one that has rendered a valuable need and is 
a vital need in the defense setup of our country. 

Senator Cuavez. Do you feel that the ‘Washington newspapers 


would be correct that they think that Fort Lee or this request would 
be of little importance? 
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Mr. Assrrr. I wouldn’t think they would. I am not always in 
agreement with Washington newspapers. 

Senator Cuavez. If that installation is built in Washington it is 
good business, but if it is built at Fort Lee it might be poor. 

Mr. Apsitr. That is right. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Cuavez. If you have a statement you may give it to the 
reporter. 


Mr. Assirr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. W. M. ABBITT, OF VIRGINIA, IN CONNECTION WITH THE 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION BILL 


I wish to express to the subcommittee my appreciation for the privilege of 
appearing before you today in connection with the military construction appro- 
priation bill. Iam particularly concerned about the items at Fort Lee, Va., which 
are carried under the Quartermaster Corps category. The House Appropriations 
Committee deleted from the bill two items at Fort Lee which are extremely 
vital to the operation of the Quartermaster Training Command which is located 
at Fort Lee. 

One of these items is an amount of $3,410,000 for the construction of a 
permanent-type quartermaster academic building. This building would provide 
office and instructional space for 457 of the instructors at the Quartermaster 
School. The building would contain 12 classrooms, 2 of which would be for 
classified instruction, and each classroom would accommodate 40 to 50 students. 

The House report states that this is the first of 4 proposed buildings esti 
mated to cost $13,946,000, and the item was deleted apparently on the assump- 
tion that other facilities could be utilized. I am personally familiar with the 
situation at Fort Lee, and I am sure that the subcommittee is aware of the 
fact that this important Quartermaster School is now housed in temporary 
buildings. It is extremely important to the welfare and future of the Quarter- 
master School that permanent construction be provided. The present facilities 
are not adequate to meet the needs of the training program, and the proposed 
facilities would greatly enhance not only the value of the school but would 
greatly facilitate the instruction. 

I would earnestly urge the subcommittee to give every possible consideration 
to the restoration of these funds so that work may proceed. This building is 
necessary in order to provide the proper training for our quartermaster per- 
sonnel. The building was carried in the authorization bill, and I believe that 
those familiar with the situation will certainly agree that it is necessary to 
the proper functioning of the quartermaster training program. 

The second item deleted in the House is an amount of $268,000 for bachelor 
officers quarters for nurses. This item also is important to Fort Lee because 
of the lack of adequate facilities for these nurses. There is a considerable med- 
ical activity at Fort Lee, and it seems to me that it is highly desirable that these 
nurses be provided with quarters adequate for their needs. 

I realize that the deletions previously made in this bill were made virtually 
across the board, and in some cases there is ample justification for the reductions. 
I do believe, however, that in the case of Fort Lee, where little was asked, the 
requests are justified. I might add that in the original request made more 
than a year ago, considerably more building was anticipated, but the Army 
was sympathetic with the budgetary situation and voluntarily withdrew certain 
items. The two items I have mentioned, together with the signal building 
which has been approved, represent the most pressing needs. 

I want to thank the subcommittee for the opportunity of appearing before 
it, and again I request that in the light of the information I have given, together 
with that submitted by the Army, you give every consideration to putting these 
items back in the bill. 
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REPLACEMENT OF TEMPORARY BUILDINGS 


Senator Roserrson. General, do you have a statement for the 
record ? 

General Denniston. I haven’t at this moment. I think General 
Barney is going to present it later. 

Senator Rogerrson. Does the Educational Director have a state- 
ment for the record ? 

Dr. ALLEN. Not unless it is required at this point. 

Senator Cuavez. If you have you might as well get them all to- 
gether. 

General Denniston. The only thing I can say is this will replace 
31 temporary buildings, 28 of which have furnaces and 3 of which 
still have potbellied stoves scattered over a wide area and which is 
costly and very shortly will be impossible to maintain. 

Senator Rosertson. General, according to the estimate submitted 
to the committee by the Quartermaster General of the Army, we would 
effect savings if we built this structure which in about 7 years would 
pay for the outlay. 

General Denniston. That is approximately correct. 

Senator Rosertson. The heating plant, old quarters, and dispersed 
training areas are not efficient. In ‘about 7 7 years we would save enough 
to pay for the new buildings. 

General Denniston. Just about. 

Senator Rosertson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for let- 
ting these men testify. 

General Barney will take care of this item, but I thought it would 
be helpful to get the views of the Congressman and the commanding 
general of Camp Lee. 

Incidentally, I am quite familiar with that area there. I spent 
nearly a year there during World War I. I was an assistant camp 
adjutant. I was first with the 80th Division there. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Ropertson. Mr. Chairman, there are just two civilian wit- 
nesses before we take the military. 

Senator Cuavez. You place them as you want them. 


LETTER TO SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RE CAPEHART HOUSING, FORT BELVOIR, VA. 


Senator Rosertson. I will call on Mr. Freehill and then the assist- 
ant director of the Mount Vernon National Shrine. 

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate so much the opportunity to let these 
witnesses appear before the military authorities who are in charge of 
construction work. 

Last July Senator Byrd, Representative Broyhill, and I united in a 
letter to the Secretary of Defense, with copies to the Honorable Dewey 
Short and a number of military’ officials, protesting what we under- 
stood was a change in plans for the construction of $9 million plus of 
Capehart housing at Fort Belvoir. That contract was let in June as 
we understood. After it had been let, we found that the site was to be 
changed and a part of the houses would be built along the access road 
between the George Washington Memorial Highway at Mount Vernon 
and U. S. No. 1 close to Woodlawn, and that the type of housing 
planned violated the zoning laws of Fairfax C ounty. It would ex- 
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tend the concentration of population there in excess of what was con- 
templated by the zoning laws and in the opinion of the local residents 
it would greatly depreciate the value of their property right across 
this highway. 

We got a letter back, saying that the military authorities did not 
see any merit in the protest to stop the plan and that is the reason I 
ask permission to put our letter in the record, and to say that Senator 
Byrd and Representative Broyhill and I are still as much interested 
in this as ever. They both perhaps would be here but for the fact 
that they have important committee assignments this morning. I ask 
Mr. Freehill, who will represent the landowners and the county au- 
thorities to take not over 5 minutes. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
July 17, 1958. 


Hon. NEIL H. McELRoy, 
Secretary of Defense, 


Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: This letter relates to the new Capehart housing 
project, Fort Belvoir, Va., FHA—000-81003. 

The enclosed letter, dated July 16, 1958, from Mr. Walter C. Densmore, assist- 
ant director, Mount Vernon Ladies’ Association of the Union, summarizes the 
very vigorous complaints we have received concerning this project. 

As you know there is a strong feeling in the Armed Services Committees that 
there is overdevelopment of this type of military housing in certain areas. The 
committees reluctanly have been approving them on the basis of Armed Services 
statements of need. 

It would seem that the least the Armed Services could do would be to conform, 
as far as possible, to local laws, standards, and requirements. 

It appears this has not been done in this instance where it is of especial im- 
portance to the preservation of the approach to two national shrines, Mount 
Vernon and Woodlawn Mansion. The National Park Service ranks Mount Ver- 
non next to the White House in this respect. 

It seems to us that the position of the Mount Vernon Ladies’ Association, and 
others who have protested, is reasonable. 

Under the circumstances clearly outlined in the enclosure, we request im- 
mediate reexamination of the project, with public hearings, and that work on 
the project be stopped pending the outcome of such examination. 

The courtesy of an expedited reply will be appreciated. 


Very sincerely yours, 
Harry F. Byrp, 
Senator from Virginia. 
A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, 
Senator from Virginia. 
JOEL T. BROYHILL, 
Member, House of Representatives, 10th Virgina District. 


ce to: Mr. Dewey Short, Assistant Secretary of the Army. 


Maj. Gen. E. C. Itschner, Chief of Army Engineers. 

Brig. Gen. E. A. Brown, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Military Con- 
struction. 

Maj. Gen. David H. Tulley, commanding general, Fort Belvoir. 

Hon. Albert M. Cole, Administrator, Housing and Home Finance Agency. 

Hon. Richard B. Russell, chairman, Senate Armed Services Committee. 

Hon. Carl Vinson, chairman, House Armed Services Committee. 

Hon. J. Lindsay Almond, Jr., Governor of Virginia. 

Mr. Conrad Wirth, Director, National Park Service. 

Mr. Walter C. Densmore, assistant to director, Mount Vernon Ladies’ 
Association of the Union. 

Mr. Thomas P. Jones, president, Mount Vernon Terrace Community Asso- 
ciation. 
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Fort BeELyoir, VA., MULTIFAMILY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH H. FREEHILL, MEMBER OF BOARD OF 
COUNTY SUPERVISORS, FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA. 


VIOLATION OF ZONING RESTRICTIONS 


Mr. Freenitu. Thank you, Senator Robertson. 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Joseph H. Freehill. I am a member 
of the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County. I appear 
before you today to register as vigorous a protest as one can against 
the callous, uncooperative, and unfair way in which the Department 
of the Army is insisting and proceeding with the multifamily con- 
struction project in utter disregard of the Fairfax County zoning 
laws at Fort Belvoir, which is within the territory of Fairfax County. 

The commanding general at Fort Belvoir believes that his respon- 
sibility lies within that post, and he has proceeded in the still of night 
without consulting with the local authorities. The first we heard 
about it was when frantic residents nearby told us bulldozers were at 
work. Our planning commission and county board have adopted 
resolutions and, Mr. Chairman, I would like to place these, if I may, 
with you for the purpose of the record. 

Senator Cuavez. You may insert those in the record. 

Mr. Freenity. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The resolutions referred to follow :) 


At an adjourned meeting of the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, 
Va., held in the board room in the county office building at Fairfax, Va., on 
Wednesday, July 30, 1958, at which meeting a quorum was present and voting, the 
following resolution was adopted : 

“Whereas it has come to the attention of the Board of County Supervisors of 
Fairfax County, Va., that the Department of Defense proposes to construct a 
multiunit housing project at Fort Belvoir adjacent to State Route 235 near the 
Woodlawn mansion ; and 

“Whereas this route is a connecting link between Mount Vernon and the man- 
sion and is, therefore, one of the approaches to both these national shrines; and 

“Whereas both the planning commission and the Board of County Supervisors 
of Fairfax County have established zoning restrictions of long standing in this 
location prohibiting residential development on building sites with an area of 
less than one-half acre ; and 

“‘Whereas the purpose of these restrictions is to produce development on larger 
lots in harmony with existing development in the area and to preserve its char- 
acter ; and 

“Whereas it is the conviction of this board that this proposed development of 
multiunits is completely out of character with existing conditions and with county 
planning objectives in this area, and that any development in this area should 
comply with county zoning regulations; and 

“Whereas it is the desire of this Board to cooperate with all Federal Govern- 
ment agencies in their planning for the development on Federal properties, par- 
ticularly those portions of such properties near the boundaries thereof, beyond 
which boundaries the private properties are subject to county zoning and other 
county regulations ; and 

“Whereas it is the understanding of this board that, at the time the Mount 
Vernon Parkway was connected to U. S. Highway No. 1, it was contemplated that 
the development of the property adjacent to this connecting link would be kept 
in harmony with the parkway aspects of the Mount Vernon Parkway insofar as 
possible : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, Va., go on 
record as being opposed to the proposed project and concurs in resolution of the 
Fairfax County Planning Commission of July 28, 1958 ; and be it further 

“Resolved, That this board requests all Federal agencies to confer with rep- 
resentatives of Fairfax County in connection with any proposed development of 


29525—58——10 
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Federal property contiguous to other properties in Fairfax County which are sub- 
ject to county zoning and other county regulations; and be it further 
“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the President of the United 
States; Senator Harry F. Byrd; Senator A. Willis Robertson; Congressman Joel 
T. Broyhill ; Hon. Neil H. McElroy, Secretary of Defense ; the commanding general 
of Fort Belvoir, and the Fairfax County Planning Commission.” 
A copy—teste. 


[SEAL] Epona A. Bickstier, Clerk of Said Board. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas it has come to the attention of the planning commission that the 
Department of Defense proposes to construct a multiunit housing project 
adjacent to State Route 235 near the Woodlawn mansion ; and 

Whereas this route is a connecting link between Mount Vernon and the 
mansion and is, therefore, one of the approaches to both these national shrines ; 
and 


Whereas both this commission and the Board of County Supervisors of Fair- 
fax County have established zoning restrictions of long standing in this location 


prohibiting residential development on building sites with an area of less than 
one-half acre; and 


Whereas the purpose of these restrictions is to produce development on larger 
lots in harmony with existing development in the area and to preserve its 
character; and 


Whereas it is the conviction of this commission that the proposed develop- 
ment of multiunits is completely out of character with existing conditions and 
with county planning objectives in this area, and that any development in this 
area should comply with county zoning regulations: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this commission go on record as being opposed to the proposed 


project and recommend that the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County 
take the same action; and be it further 


Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the Board of County Super- 
visors of Fairfax County; Senator Harry F. Byrd; Senator Willis Robertson ; 
Congressman Joel T. Broyhill; and Hon. Neil H. McElroy, Secretary of Defense. 

(Passed by the Fairfax County Planning Commission, July 28, 1958.) 


VIOLATION OF ZONING LAWS 


Mr. Freenmy. Mr. Chairman, in terms of zoning, whether or not 
the title to the property lies in the Federal Government or in private 
ownership is purely accidental. The fact is that the property, no 
matter where it is located, makes up a part of the community and 
determines the character of the community. This project is for multi- 
housing which is not planned or zoned for in many, many square miles 
of this particular location. 

If this project goes through, no matter how strongly we at the 
administrative level of the county will try to protect the rest of the 
property, the courts may very well say to us that the character of the 
area has changed and then we lose entire control of protecting that 
property. Nowhere within Fairfax County could we have a situation 
like this that would be more serious, and I say that because the loca- 
tion of the proposed project is along a 3-mile State highway that con- 
nects Woodlawn plantation with Mount Vernon. 


PRESERVATION OF APPROACHES TO MOUNT VERNON 


We at the county level have felt that we had a truce, a responsibil- 
ity, a national trust, a trust that I think that every level of govern- 
ment, local, State, and Federal, have to the people of the United 
States, to preserve the approaches to Mount Vernon, and this project 
will help ruin those approaches. The zoning which we have to pro- 
tect those approaches is that only single family dwellings may be 
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built and may not be built on any lot smaller than a half-acre. This 
proposal would enable six units to be put on the same space. This 
is entirely contrary to our zoning laws and entirely out of keeping 
with the area, and I think it is a shame, Mr. Chairman, that we are 


forced to come to you, the Appropriations Committee, with our 
problem. 


FINANCING OF PROJECT 


Senator Cuavez. I want to have you orient me, if you can. Is the 
matter that you have in mind and which you are now discussing 
financed by this appropriation, or is it financed by Capehart? 

Mr. Freenitt. It is financed by Capehart, Mr. Chairman, but there 
must be some way in which the executive branch of our Federal Gov- 
ernment is put on notice in terms of future appropriations that it is 
essential to cooperate and to understand that they are neighbors in a 
community, bid I am surprised with respect to Fort Belvoir because 
they had always been good neighbors. 

In 1949 they had attempted on this same location to build apart- 
ments and when they consulted with the local county government 
they moved to another location. This is on about 30 acres of land 
ina reservation of between nine and ten thousand acres. 


OPPOSITION TO PROGRAM 


Senator Cuavez. Still I want to be oriented. You are in opposi- 
tion to their carrying out that program. 

Mr. Freenuiuyi. Yes, sir; very definitely, as strongly as we can state 
it. Our board has asked the President of the United States to take 
an interest in this to stop it. 

Senator ELLeENpER. You mean in that particular locality ? 

Mr. Freruita. Yes, sir. I would like, if I could just take a half 
second, to orient you further by looking at this map. 

Senator Roperrson. Mr. Freehill, you said that Fort Belvoir has 
how many acres / 

Mr. Freenitt. Nearly 10,000 acres. Fort Belvoir is indicated by 
the boundary of green. All of this right here is Fort Belvoir. Mount 
Vernon is here in orange. Woodlawn is here in orange. We are 
talking about the connecting link approach of 3 miles of State high- 
way connecting Mount Vernon and Woodlawn. 


CHANGE OF SITE 


Senator Roserrson. Is it a fact that after letting this contract for 


39 million of Capehart housing in June the site on which they were 
to be built was changed ? 


Mr. Freenmi.. This is my understanding. 
Senator Roperrson. That was my understanding. That was the 
report made by your chairman of the board of supervisors. 


Mr. Suorr. No, no. I will speak to this issue when the witnesses 
are finished. 


Senator Ropertrson. All right. 

Mr. Freeniu. In any event, Senator, the red-hatched area is loca- 
tion involved. On the north is a residential development of much 
larger single-family dwellings; as Senator Robertson said, this multi- 
family family project will tend to lower their property values. 
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Our interest goes even deeper than this. On the south is Wood- 
lawn looking down into this area. On the west is the highway along 
which this will be built, and Dogue Creek is on the east.. If these 94 
units could be moved away from that particular area back into the 
reservation our problem would be solved. You can see visually by 
looking at this map this area which we have been trying to preserve 
for the Nation, for millions of people come from all over America 
to visit these two national shrines, and it is a part of the fabric of 
American life and no matter what our stresses and strains may be, 
as I said before, every level of Government ought to be exercising 
every bit of their power and authority in a cooperative way to pre- 
serve this area. 

I fear now that our county board is going to lose that kind of con- 
trol and, Mr. Chairman, I have to my left here Mr. Walter Dens- 
more, who is the assistant director of Mount Vernon, and I would 
like him to speak to the problem. 

Senator Rosertson. Mr. Densmore, we will be glad to hear you, 
but please be very brief, because we are running over the time we 
are allowed. 


MouNT VERNON LADIES’ ASSOCIATION OF THE UNION 
STATEMENT OF WALTER C. DENSMORE, ASSISTANT TO DIRECTOR 


OBJECTION TO CAPEHART HousiIne Progect, Forr Betvorr, Va. 


Mr. Densmore. Thank you, Senator. 

Members of the committee, I am honored and grateful for the 
privilege of appearing before you for just a few minutes. It is 
true that it is this specific project that has urged action at this time, 
but I work for an organization which is a pioneer in the field of 
historic house preservation, the Mount Vernon Ladies’ Association, 
which maintains and owns the home and the tomb of George 
Washington. 

We feel that in Mount Vernon very strongly we have a dual re- 
sponsibility. Our charter which was issued by the State of Virginia 
says that our business is to preserve the home and tomb of George 
Washington and to keep it from change, but we also feel that the 
atmosphere around the place is a very important aspect of the ori- 
entation a visitor gets when he comes to Mount Vernon, and if we 
lose that esthetic value around the place we have lost one of the 
most important factors of the beauty. 

Senator Ropertson. May I ask you this question: As I under- 
stand, the Army plans something of a quadrangle here. Is it only 
the housing that would be along the general line of this connecting 
road to which you object? Could they build the other three sides 
of the quadrangle, or do you object to the entire location ? 

Mr. Densmore. Basically we object to the location of this project, 
because we approached the authorities over there in 1949 when they 
had a different type of project and pointed out to them the object 
of the community as well as the county authorities in preserving the 


corridor between the two historic houses, and they were sympathetic- 


and moved the project. 
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I suppose we were lax then and thought that that would be on 
record for future development of the area. Then the first we knew 
about this was when the trees were going down, but I didn’t come 
here to talk specifically about that. 


JURISDICTION OF COMMITTEE 


Senator Exrenper. Mr. Chairman, I do not exactly know what 
jurisdiction this committee would have over this project, but I would 
like to ask a few questions. 

Is this location not between here and Mount Vernon ? 

Mr. Densmore. No, sir. It is west of Mount Vernon, between 
Woodlawn and Mount Vernon. 

Senator ELitenper. Would there be any possibility of moving the 
building site just a few more feet from this highway and thereby 
make it more suitable? 

Mr. Densmore. In my personal opinion 1 of 2 things would have 
to be done. Either the project would have to be relocated, the whole 
thing, or the density of the housing would have to be reduced to 
obtain the objective in that area. 

Senator Exttenper. To what use could this property be put if it 
were to conform to the zoning regulations ? 

Mr. Densmore. Part of it is going to be a parkway, a playground. 

Senator Exrenper. I am talking “about the Government property 
now. 

PARK AREA 


Mr. Densmore. Yes, sir; that is what I am talking about. The 
commanding general there envisions a rather nice park area along 
Dogue Creek, “that section of the area which borders on the creek. 

Senator Extenprr. How far is Dogue Creek from the parkway ? 

Mr. Densmore. It is on one side. 

Senator Eitenper. I asked how far. What is the distance? 

Mr. Densmore. I think this tract would be approximately a quar- 
ter of a mile square. There are actually more than 30 acres in it, 
but in the development area there are only slightly over 30 acres. 

Senator Ei.enper. Would this park be built by the Government 
and maintained by the Government? 

Mr. Densmore. They are going to have a housing project directly 
across the creek, anyway. That is in the mill now. I am not trying 
to do the planning for Fort Belvoir. My objective is far beyond that. 
The National Trust for Historic Preservation administers Woodlawn 
Mansion. 

Senator Extenper. Therefore, any effort made by the Government 
to build between the parkway and this creek that you speak of would 
be objectionable to the parkway association. 


OBJECTION TO TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Densmore. A certain type of building, yes, sir. If they had 
something like the officers quarters down in Fort Belvoir or even the 
noncommissioned officers quarters, which are individual family dwell- 
ings it would be compatible with the zoning in the area, and T haven’t 
heard anyone yet say they were against “the housing development 
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there for military personnel. It is the type development that we ob- 
ject to. I only want to point out before I leave, Mr. Chairman, that 
the National Trust for Historic Preservation, which was authorized 
by the Congress of the United States to receive, maintain, preserve, 
and administer historic houses or monuments which were important 
to our heritage and our fine traditions, took Woodlawn as its first 
charge. This thing is in the lap of Woodlawn. 

Senator Cuavez. Was that before they took over Mount Vernon / 


Mr. Densmore. Mount Vernon has been in the hands of the Mount 
Vernon Ladies Association since 1858. That is an old organization. 

Senator Cuavez. I am just confused a little. I knew that, but 
then this is another association that carries out more or less the same 
purpose ? 


FEDERAL POLICY TOWARD HISTORIC MONUMENTS 


Mr. Densmore. This is the National Trust, which is based on the 
British National Trust, authorized by Congress some 10 or 11 years 
ago, I think. Woodlawn is one of its properties, but it is going to 
have a great many properties in the future. It already has other 
commitments here in Washington, and Mississippi, and Louisiana, on 
the west coast, and various places, so this thing is not only important 
to Mount Vernon; it is a policy that should be established in the 
Federal Government, all branches of the Federal Government, to 
work together to help preserve these important monuments of our 
heritage, so we are here principally as friends of Woodlawn and also 
we will never lose an interest in that corridor between Woodlawn and 
Mount Vernon or the approaches to Mount Vernon. I happen to 
know that other branches of the Federal Government have an interest 
in some of this property too, for future development and of course 
they have no control or no opportunity to state that interest. 

Senator Cuavez. Has the historical section of the Department of 
the Interior that has to do with historical areas come into the picture 
in this area which you are now discussing ? 

Mr. Densmore. The National Park Service, of course. 

Senator Cuavez. That is it. 

Mr. Densmore. Yes, sir. They administer the Memorial Highway 
and if there are extensions to it, that would come under the National 
Park Service, but the national trust is not a department of Govern- 
ment. 

Senator Ropertson. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for letting 
my friends present this viewpoint. I realize that there are no funds 
in this bill for this project. It is a Capehart housing project and 
it is being built on Ehawetasiit ona land; but I thought if the 
committee would hear this that we would at least put in our report 
a request to the authorities to take another look at it and, if they 
can, find any suitable place and not to unnecessarily ignore the view- 
point of the county and this historical society—concurred in, inci- 
dentally, by the Conservation and Development Commission of 
Virginia—that there should not be row houses with Mount Vernon 
on one side and Woodlawn on the other. 

The present houses are on not less than a half acre, costing $25,000 
or $30,000, separate houses; and then to put a row of row houses 
along there just isn’t quite in keeping with what we would like to 
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see there. If it is an absolute necessity, we bow to it; but if it isn’t, 
let’s take another look at it. 


Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Densmore. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Stennis, did you have anything in 
particular? 

Senator Stennis. I came to hear the military items in the bill. I 
do want to be here when the National Guard matter is taken up. I 
have matters on the floor today, so if the clerk will notify me—I will 


appreciate it, Mr. Hewitt, if you will call me when the National 
Guard comes. 


Senator Cuavez. Who is next, General? 

General Moore. Secretary Short. 

Senator Cuavez. You may proceed, Mr. Secretary. If you have 
a statement, you might insert it in the record and briefly highlight it. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


STATEMENTS OF HON. DEWEY SHORT, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE ARMY (CIVIL-MILITARY AFFAIRS); MAJ. GEN. K. R. 
BARNEY, DIRECTOR OF INSTALLATIONS, OFFICE, DEPUTY CHIEF 
OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS; MAJ. GEN. D. W. TRAUB, DIRECTOR, 
ARMY BUDGET OFFICE, COMPTROLLER OF THE ARMY; MAJ. GEN. 
J. P. COONEY, DEPUTY SURGEON GENERAL; AND H. D. VAN- 
KUREN, CHIEF, SERVICES AND INSTALLATIONS OFFICE, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ORDNANCE 


DEFENSE OF CAPEHART HoUSING PROJECT, Fort BELvorrk, VA. 


Mr. Suorr. Mr. Chairman, I came to talk to this committee this 
morning about the bill that is before you. I regret that this extraneous 
matter was introduced at this time; but, since it is a problem, I think 
perhaps I would be derelict if I didn’t make, at least a brief statement, 
about the Capehart housing project at Fort Belvoir. 

Senator Stennis. Will you yield tome? 

Mr. Suorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. We have a lot of matters on the floor, Mr. Chair- 
man. If the Secretary does not mind, let’s get on to the bill and we 
can take that up later. 

Mr. SHort. We will take that up later. I will take only 1 minute. 
Will you let me do that, Senator ? 

Senator Rosertson. After all, this letter was sent to him. 

Senator Stennis. Surely. Ido not want tostop him. 

Mr. Snort. When the serious charge is made here that the Army 
has acted highhandedly, arbitrarily, with callousness, and has been 
uncooperative, I can’t sit silently back and let such unjustifiable, and 
unwarranted, and unfounded charges go unchallenged. 

Senator Cuavez. I know that the Secretary means well. I appre- 
ciate his integrity. You have been in Congress a long time. 

Mr. SuHort. Twenty-four years. 

Senator Cuavez. We do not want to cut him off. We want to hear 
him always. 
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Mr. Suort. I merely want to point out to this committee, since the 
question has been brought up unexpectedly. 

Senator CHAvez. Now isthe time to doit. Here isthe Senator from 
Virginia. 

Senator Rosertson. Will you take another look. That is all we are 
asking. 


ADVERTISING FOR BIDS 


Mr. Snort. I am trying to tell you the looks that we have taken, 
Senator. These bids were advertised on March 20. On May 1 the 
bids were opened. On May 14 a letter of acceptability was issued. 
On June 18 the contract was let. I had no protest from any source 
whatever until July 9 when Congressman Broyhill brought 3 or 4 
gentlemen over to my office, and though the contract had already been 
let and it was a fait accompli, I was willing and perfectly satisfied 
to give them 1 hour and 10 minutes of my time. 

I said, “Well, the contract has already been let 2 weeks ago, but 
you bring your boys over, Joel.” I know how you have to take care 
of constituents, you know. I know a little about that. 

So I listened for over an hour and that afternoon I sent my deputy 
and executive officer with Mr. Broyhill and a half dozen good Vir- 
ginians down to Fort Belvoir to look at the site. We thought then 
that they were satisfied and willing to go along because of the coop- 
eration that we had given and are ‘still giving in allowing to stand a 
screen of trees on that site between the houses and the highway. 

General Tulley has been most considerate. We have bent over 
backward, and only the day before yesterday I took Senator Byrd, 
who had registered interest in this thing, with some of his Virginia 
friends and Conrad Wirth, Director of the National Park Service, 
down to Belvoir, and I wanted to take the junior Senator from Vir- 
ginia, but he was tied up. However, I went with Senator Byrd and 
Conrad Wirth and these gentleman and had General Tulley to meet 
us there. We went over the situation thoroughly. 

Tam interested in Woodlawn and Mount Vernon. Every American 
is. And I would like to see the highway connecting Mount Vernon 
and Woodlawn conform to the Geor ge Washington “Memorial Park- 
way, and it can be done. It is only 3 miles distance, but that portion 
of Belvoir along the highway is only a quarter of a mile long. If 
you could go down and see the site yourself I think you would agree 
that instead of harming or deteriorating the value of the property 
around them, it actually enhances the value, 

Since taking over a year and half ago this office as Assistant Secre- 
tary of the Army for Civil and Military Affairs, I have been charged 
with the responsibility and duty of public construction. I have been 
fighting and batting my head in order to get decent, respectable hous- 
ing for our armed services, particularly the Army, and that is the 
only one that I am charged with responsibility for, all over the 
country. I have had the ‘pleasure of dedicating some of these fine 
Capehart houses. There are 118 housing units composed of these 94 
two-story duplexes which are for company grade officers. These 
are not chicken coops or goods boxes, 

Senator Cuavez. I hope not. 

Mr. Suort. They are good, decent, respectable housing, and I am 
doing my best to get some for you out at White Sands, sir. 
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Senator Extenper. He has not lost his political touch, has he? 
Senator Cuavez. Some help to a pretty good section. 
Mr. Snort. That is right. 


DESCRIPTION OF HOUSING 


Let me assure your committee that the housing is substantial. It is 
well designed. It is units of brick and wood exterior. The design 
of the houses is compatible with the private housing in the area. In 
fact, these Capehart houses are better houses than a few scattered ones 
along this highway that they were telling you about. 

The plot plan is comparable to a suburban subdivision and a fringe 
of trees will be left standing between the housing and Route 235, It 
is sited on a density of one duplex unit to approximately a half-acre 
or one family unit to approximately one-fourth acre instead of a half 
acre, as you have out in the country, but you can’t plan and have mili- 

tary housing the same way that you have private homes. 


UNIT COST LIMITATION 


The $16,500 average unit cost limitation of the Capehart program 
precludes the siting of one- family units on a half acre. Full consid- 
eration has been given to the beauty and the dignity of both Mount 
Vernon and Woodlawn and of Route 235 in the design and the siting 
of these military houses. It is firmly believed by all of us who are 
thoroughly acquainted with this problem that the housing will not 
detract from the natural beauty of the surrounding area, but will 
really increase the value of the houses in that section. 

Senator Cuavez. Mr. Secretary, I think we understand your posi- 
tion. 

Mr. Suorr. Let’s get on with this bill, but I wanted my brief state- 
ment to follow the statement and some of the charges that were made 
here thismorning. We have to keep the record straight. 

Senator Cuavez. May I say this for the record: I have known Con- 
gressman Short—I don’t like to think of you as a man so much as 
I like to think of you as a Congressman—and he represented south- 
western Missouri for years and years, and they had no better repre- 
sentative. You were beaten one time by a Democrat. How that 
happened I do not know. 

Mr. Snort. It is still a mystery to me, too. I will tell you why: 
I just lacked a thousand votes of getting enough, out of 181,000. 





TRIBUTE TO WITNESS 


Senator Hitz. Mr. Chairman, may I say a word before my friend 
starts ? 

I had the great pleasure and privilege of serving many years in the 
House with ‘the Secretary, our fr iend and former colleague, Dewey 
Short. I not only served with him in the House, but he and I served 
on the old Military Committee together. He is one of the most elo- 
quent, dynamic, indefatigable men I have ever known in my life and, 
as you know, brilliant, and I just want to say the chairman cannot say 
too many good things about him. I can concur in all that has been 
said and can say many other things, too. 
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Mr. Suorr. I did have the pleasure and the honor of serving under 
and with the distinguished Senator from Alabama when he was chair- 
man of the old Military Affairs Committee. We have gone through 
a lot of battles together. 

Senator Cuavez. Tell us your real trouble. 

Mr. Suorr. I am going to tell you our real trouble and I crave your 


close attention and your most earnest consideration of this brief 
statement. 
ADEQUATE ARMY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM ESSENTIAL 


In opening the presentation for the Army construction, I would 
like to emphasize that a sound and reasonably adequate construction 
support program for fiscal year 1959 is essential in order to insure the 
Army’s capability of performing properly its major missions. 

The principal tasks of our Army today include, but are not limited 
to: the overseas deployment of forces for the deterrence of aggres- 
sion and prompt intervention in the event of limited or general war; 
the maintenance of a mobile combat-ready strategic force here at home 
for the rapid reinforcement of forward deployed forces; and the 
provision of forces, as required, for the defense of the United States 
against air attack. 

“T can assure the committee that our construction program has been 
coordinated to insure adequate support of the Army missions I have 
outlined. 

The military construction, Army, program is planned and de- 
veloped only after thorough examination and consideration of both 
our current and long-range requirements, weighed against our exist- 
ing assets. The relative priority of these requirements, within the 
budget resources available, determining the line item makeup of 
our request. 

AMOUNT REQUESTED 


For fiscal year 1959, we are requesting, within our budget alloca- 
tion, MCA appropriations in the amount of $340,900,000. These 
funds, if granted, will support a funding plan of $379,515,000 for 
construction directly related to these Army missions. This total re- 
flects the following: Recent action by the Senate and House Armed 
Services Committees which reduced the Army’s s proposed authoriza- 
tion by $30,107,000 and a request to substitute in the funding plan 
new authorizations amounting to $23 million not previously included 
in the funding plan reviewed by the House Appropriations Commit- 
tee. I assure you every possible economy has been effected and every 
effort made to insure adequate and timely construction support of 
our missions and operations. 

When the request came in from the field from our district and divi- 
sion offices, Mr. Chairman, it amounted to in excess of $1.4 billion. 
The Army staff worked long and hard. They curried the request 
with a fine-tooth comb. We trimmed fat and cut to the bone and sent 
over a request to the Department of Defense and then to the Bureau 
of the Budget that finally chopped the amount from $1.4 billion that 
had been requested to $340 million. The House deletions reduced our 
revised funding plan in an amount of $72,411,000 for specific line 
items. The House action also reduced our request for new obliga- 
tional authority by $126.336,000 from $340,900,000 to $214,564,000. 
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HOUSE ACTION 


They cut it about a third. I served long with the members of the 
Subcommittee on Appropriations over in the House, but, frankly, 
gentlemen, I was not only surprised; I was shocked, and sorely dis- 
appointed to see them cut almost a third of this "request of $340 
million. 

If the House reductions prevail, our planned direct obligations for 
fiscal year 1959 must be reduced from $340.9 million to an estimated 
$240 million. This reduction in the planned obligation program will 
seriously handicap the ability of the Army to contract for authorized 
and urgently needa projects throughout the world. The Army may 
well be forced to defer tactical facilities (Nike-Hercules and Hawk) 
overseas and in the continental United States, as well as other vital 
projects in support of research and development or training. And 
may I remind the committee that our program contains no require- 
ments emanating from the present crisis in the Middle East nor has 
its inherent austerity in any wise been modified by the existence of 
that crisis. Consequently, we earnestly request restoration of the 
entire House reduction. 

Every dollar of it will be spent all over this country as well as at 
some of our vital posts abroad. 

Our proposed funding plan may be divided into three categories: 
Appropriations for urgent unforeseen, emergency construction neces- 
sary in the interests of national security, $17,500,000 : appropriations 
for general authorizations, $33,955,000: and appropriations for spe- 
cific projects, totaling $328,060,000. This latter figure may further 
broken down into $245,268,000 for work in the continental United 
States and $82,792,000 for overseas construction. 

Senator Exrenper. Is this $82 million a cash outlay or will you use 
funds that will accumulate abroad ? 

Mr. Snort. This will be appropriated funds. However, I will 
touch on the thing that. you have in mind, Senator, in a moment. 

Our construction falls into two general types: Temporary and 
permanent. 

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION 


The first, temporary, comprises facilities needed for special mis- 
sions and for deployments of other than permanent nature. Typical 
examples include construction for our surface-to-air missile tactical 
sites, logistic facilities in support thereof, construction to meet the 
operational needs of our forces deployed in overseas base-right areas 
and special training facilities worldwide. The construction used to 
satisfy these needs is either of temporary or semipermanent type, 
whichever will most economically support the objectives and foresee- 
able duration of the mission. 

The second comprises permanent type facilities at our permanent 
stations in the United States and its territories. 

I wish to highlight briefly the three most significant elements of 
our request and to relate them to the Army’s missions and operational 
responsibilities. 

MISSILES FIELD CONSTRUCTION 


First is the missiles field with $190.2 million, representing more 
than half, 50.2 percent of our total request. That shows the answer 
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that the Army has in our missile program and I am very happy that 
we have been four times successful in firing the Jupiter and iriaiog 
the Redstone back through the atmosphere to earth. The most re- 
markable job, I think, has been down at Redstone which, incidentally, 
is at Huntsville, Ala. .. the hometown of John Sparkman and the 
State of Lister Hill, here. 

Over half of our "request is in the missile field. Starting with the 
surface-to-air missile program for defense of our vital bases and our 
metropolitan and industrial centers in the United States, and our key 
military installations overseas, we are proposing a total of $123.1 mil- 
lion, including $9.9 million for logistic support facilities. We are 
also mindful of the extreme importance and urgency of the needs 
in the field of new developments, and have attempted to insure that 
the requisite construction keeps in phase with this priority require- 
ment. We seek $46.7 million for missile research, development and 
test facilities. We have continued to recognize the important train- 
ing impetus generated by a modernized Army and its use of missiles, 
both defensively and offensively, the pentomic divisions in this nu- 
clear hydrogen age. In this connection we have two specialized 
schools, one “for surface-to-air missiles at Fort Bliss, Tex., and one 
for surface-to-surface missiles at Fort Sill, Okla., "that you have 
heard about this morning from Senator Monroney. This request 
contains a total of $20.4 million for essential facilities to support the 
training missions assigned these 2 installations, these 2 very important 
installations. 

PROGRESS ON GUIDED MISSILES 


Six weeks ago I wish all of you gentlemen could have been at Fort 
Bliss when we fired the Little John, the Honest John, the Lacrosse, 
the Nike-Ajax, the Nike-Hercules, the Hawk, and the Dart. We 
scored a direct hit and even fired the Corporal about 40 miles that hit 
very close to the target, and it is capable of carrying a nuclear as well 
as a conventional warhead. It was the most marvelous and satis- 
factory performance that I have seen, and I have witnessed a lot of 
them. ‘That is the progress that the Army is making and I am sleep- 
ing a lot better and easier at night since that demonstration. We 
had over 400 people there, leaders of industry as well as of the armed 
services. There were over 100 press men and these press men are 
pretty critical and sometimes they can be pretty caustic and cynical, 
but every single representative of the press, and I talked to dozens 
of them ‘out there, could hardly believe what they had seen. They 
were all very high in their commendation of the performance that 
the Army is making. The only misfunction at all happened to the 
warhead of a Talos missile that failed to detonate. 

However, they will iron that bug out. It hit the target, but it 
failed to explode. 

Senator Roperrson. Mr. Secretary, will those schools train person- 
nel for use offensively as well as defensively ? 

Mr. Suorr. Oh, yes. 

Senator Rogertson. Both are included ? 

Mr. Snort. This Nike-Hercules hit a B-27 about 20 miles from us; 
and this Hawk is properly named. You can follow the trajectory 
and it goes up over the target and comes down just like a hawk. It 
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smashed a jet interceptor, traveling more than 500 miles an hour, 
many miles in front of us. The Hawk is for aoe aircraft. That 
is what the Army is doing. We have to have this school at Fort Sill 
for surface-to-surface missiles. Senator Monroney told you all about 
that and the crews that train them. We, of course, have to keep 
McGregor Range at White Sands. It is about the most vital and most 
important post in the whole country. 


LOGISTIC-TYPE FACILITIES OVERSEAS 


The second broad category stems from our requirements in over- 
seas base rights areas, exclusive of Air Defense, for which we are 
seeking $36.6 million, or 9.7 percent of our total request. This urgent 
and high prority requirement is for logistic-type facilities to support 
the United States Army Forces deployed in Europe and the Far East, 
in accordance with mutual defense agreements. Also included is an 
important new station for the Signal Corps’ worldwide communica- 
tion network, and for modernization and expansion of Army Se- 
curity Agency overseas installations. 


REQUIREMENTS FOR FIXED BASES 


The third major category arises from our requirements for fixed 
United States and Territorial bases. This accounts for 35.6 percent 
of our request, $135 million against a desirable annual increment of 
$260 million. 

In this connection, the Army some 5 years ago, reviewed and re- 
determined its long-range construction requirements. This analysis 
was made to insure that the Army would have essential, more ef- 
ficient and more effective facilities, as obsolescence and high main- 
tenance costs dictate replacement of World War I and World War 
II type temporary facilities—you heard a lot about Newport this 
morning. It can be duplicated in a hundred places over the coun- 
try—or whenever additional construction becomes necessary to sup- 
port new long-range missions or increased operational demands. A 
time target goal of 20 years was established—the time within which 
new permanent structures should be phased in to replace present 
temporary structures, which have far outlived their normal life ex- 
pectancy. 

LONG-RANGE 20-YEAR PROGRAM 


I am sure that you gentlemen realize back in 1954 we set up this 20- 
year program, from 1954 to 1974, in order to avoid the peaks and 
valleys, the phases and famines, that we always experience after each 
of our wars. We never get busy building up and making ourselves 
strong until war is declared. We know we are not going to have time 
should another one take place. That is the reason Chairman Vin- 
son and Chairman Russell of both the House and Senate Armed Serv- 
ices Committees and the members of those two committees have taken 
a long-range look over a 20-year period to build permanent housing 
and facilities at these different installations, which really is economi- 
‘al in the long run. 

This “permanent plant” has received most careful planning. In 
order to insure that temporary facilities are used to their maximum 
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economical and efficient life, careful analyses are made of “available” 
plant, the functions it must perform, and the effects of this plant on 
operations, costs, and morale. To preclude any possibility of over- 
building in new permanent plant, the Army plans and programs for 
this construction at a level safely below its long-range or current 
strength, whichever is the smaller, and at only those posts which have 
been designated “permanent” and are, beyond any reasonable doubt, 
necessary “to the Army’s long-range missions. Within the military 
limitations, high-priority missions and operational-type projects must, 
and have, taken precedence over the longer range objective of ade- 
quate and more efficient facilities and quarters for our troops. 


SUBSTANDARD LIVING FACILITIES 


Since austerity is the keynote, the Army, in many cases, has been 
compelled to keep men living and working in facilities far below 
standards acceptable in every day life. Please note, too, that the pro- 

ram proposes only 158 units of MCA family housing, only 158. 

his we consider is a minimal request for this type housing, intended 
only for locations where it is not feasible to fulfill housing require- 
ments through the provisions of the title VIII—Capehart—housing 
program. In accordance with Department of Defense policy in the 
Army we are continuing our endeavors to attain the major portion of 
our family housing requirements either under the Capehart Act or, 
in overseas areas, through surplus commodity balances. Then, fur- 
ther, our request contains approximately 2,800 less barracks spaces 
than the normal replacement needs. 

I assure this committee that the program before you has been care- 
fully and painstakingly assembled. It has been thoroughly evaluated. 
It represents the Army’s highest priority construction requirements 
within a limited budget, and it is most essential in providing support 
for the Army’s missions ‘and operations. 

Senator Cuavez. You made a very clear statement, Mr. Secretary. 

Senator Ellender, do you have any questions? 

Senator ELienper. No, sir. 

Mr. Snort. Some gentlemen have asked this question, and perhaps 
it is in your mind: What is the highest priority ? 

If you can’t restore the $126 million that the House cut out, what 
projects or installations would you give the high priority ? 


FORT LEE, VA. 


I will tell you, gentlemen, it is very difficult. That is almost an 
impossible task. Do I want to go down to Fort Lee, Va.? I had the 
honor of addressing your management school down there. It is one 
of the best possible posts and a very important one. They have cut 
out 4 of the quartermaster’s academic buildings and 14 bachelor 
officers quarters. They are sorely in need of that. I would not want 
to leave Fort Lee out. 

FORT HUACHUCA, ARIZ. 


Do I want to go out to Fort Huachuca in Arizona that has been so 
ably represented « ever since it became a State from a Territory by the 
distinguished senior Member of the Senate here, Carl Hayden ! Ww hy 
Uncle “Carl, they cut 3 enlisted men’s barrac ks, three 126-man bar- 

racks, a battalion mess building, an administration building and a 
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heating plant. I don’t want to take that out of your hide any more 
than I want to take it out of the hide of Willis Robertson. 
Senator Cuavez. Do not forget White Sands and Sandia. 


ARMY MAP SERVICE IN MARYLAND 


Mr. Suorr. I wouldn’t forget you for a moment. One of the most 
important things they cut out here, though, and there is no Senator 
from Maryland sitting in this room this morning, is that they cut 
out the Army Map Service over here in Maryland, $1,913,000. You 

can’t travel without a map. You certainly can’t fight a war without 
a map. 

Senator Haypen. You are mistaken about that. 

I heard a distinguished Senator say one day that when you needed 
a map you just w ent to a Standard Oil Co. station and gotone. They 
will give you all the maps you need. 

Mr. Suorr. The point I am making is it would be next to impos- 
sible for us to recommend which ones you should include or not 
include. I thought that we presented you a very austere program. 
We chopped down the request to the very minimum, to the bone. It 
was approved not only by the Army, but by Defense and by the Bu- 
reau of the Budget, and when you get a dollar out of them it is like 
pulling an eyetooth. It was approved by the House Armed Services 
Committee and by the Senate Armed Services Committee. 

You gentlemen have a grand and glorious opportunity here to re- 
store funds to keep this Nation strong, and with the taut and tense 
situation at this very moment, it is not time for us to let down our 
guard, and you know how difficult it is to get skilled men and to keep 
them in the service unless you give them adequate and decent quarters 
to live in. It is next to impossible to compete with private industry. 

Congress hasn’t been niggardly. You have been generous. You 
voted an increase in pay. You have given them dependent benefits, 
medical care, and retirement. 


EXTENT OF DEFENSE EXPENDITURES 


Senator ELLenper. That is what I was going to say, Mr. Secretary. 
The Congress has been making it so that everyone wants to join the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force. That is what we are doing. You look 
at the appropriations that we just passed today. There is a big de- 
fense bill, over $40 billion. 

Mr. Suorr. Almost 40. 

Senator Cuavez. By the time we get through with this it will be 
over $40 billion. 

Senator ELtenper. Certainly. 

Mr. Suorr. It is an awful burden to bear. 

Senator ELitenper. It is too much of a burden for the American 
taxpayer to bear. We cannot hope to save our way of life if we 
keep on spending at the rate we are spending. You know that. 

Mr. Snort. I know that. We can knock ourselves out, spend our- 
selves into bankruptcy, and a bankrupt nation never licked anybody. 

Senator E:tenper. You have quite a few million dollars included 
here for overseas building construction. I was in Bretton Woods re- 

cently. Now I understand we are going to abandon it. We put up 
some so-called Tobacco Road houses because they were built from the 
proceeds of the sale of tobacco. Now they are going to be turned over 
to the British. 
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Mr. Snorr. It is the same in Italy, France, and Spain. 

Senator Ex.tenpver. Exactly. 1 am wondering how long we can 
keep that up. Why can we not get our allies to help us abroad? We 
build everything at these missile bases. We build housing and take 
charge of it, irrespective of its impact upon our economy. 

Mr. Suorr. You cannot have military might without conserving 
your economic strength. You destroy both if you divorce them. 

Senator ELtenper. My point is that such endless spending may lose 
us our way of life. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Knowland. 


FORT ORD, CALIF., SITUATION 


Senator Knowtanp. I would like to ask the Secretary about the 
Fort Ord situation and what the House reductions entailed and what 
is the judgment of the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Suorr. Fine, Senator Knowland. I have concluded my gen- 
eral statement. 

Now, General Barney, who lives with this thing is here with other 
members of the staff to discuss line items in the bill. If you do not 
mind, I will introduce General Barney to you now. 

Senator Cuavez. If you have information, give it to us, General. 


MAINTENANCE OF ADEQUATE DEFENSE 


Senator KNow1anp. I may say parenthetically, Mr. Secretary, that 
1 think all of us understand and I am sure the Department of De- 
fense understands that these are very heavy burdens that we are 
carrying in the field of defense. In proportion to its size Finland, in 
the first war with the Soviet Union, carried a very heavy burden, 
yerhaps proportionately even greater than ours, so that in the second 
Preicne: which they lost rather than winning at least a moral victory, 
the burdens they carried in reparations to the Soviet Union were far 
greater than the burdens they carried in trying to maintain adequate 
defense. Certainly no one is under any illusions as to what would 
happen to this country if we ever let our guard down in the way of 
reparations and the loss of our free way of life. 

Expensive as it is, it is less expensive than bearing the yoke of 
Communist victory. 

Mr. Snort. I am so glad you made that statement. I do not 
like to pay the high taxes any more than any other American, but 
let me tell you that an adequate national defense is much cheaper 
and better than defeat. 

Those of us who went through Germany and Japan at the end 
of World War II and saw the utter devastation, realize, I think, 
what our situation is. 

Now, then, there is General Barney. 

Senator Rogertson. I would like to ask the Secretary one question. 

Senator Cuavez. Proceed. 

Senator Rorertrson. You made a good case for the restoration 
of the full cut, but we can never act on the assurance either that 
the subcommittee or the full committee on this side will restore the 


full amount or if restored that the House conferees are going to 
accept everything we restore. 
Mr. Suort. That is right. 


Senator Roserrson. We have had three conferences recently with 
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our distinguished colleagues about the public-works bill. Those are 
civilian functions of the engineers. 

Three times we have met and three times they have not agreed 
to any Senate increase. 

As far as the junior Senator from Virginia is concerned, he would 
give first priority to training these men that are going to use these 
new nuclear weapons. 

Mr. Suorr. I would not argue with the Senator for 1 minute there. 
I might say, Mr. Chairman, that all the services, I think, the Air 
Force and Navy as well as the Army have sent up a list of priorities. 
If you do not restore the full amount, whatever cuts you make I 
should think you would perhaps start at the bottom of the list and 
go up, and that with those projects that are now included but of 
the lowest priorities, would be the ones postponed. 


TRAINING OF QUARTERMASTER OFFICERS 


Senator Roserrson. The next thing is that we have been put on 
notice that the appropriation, including this one, is going to exceed 
$40 billion. Who handles a big portion of that? It is the quarter- 
master officers. Certainly they need to be trained if we are going to 
effect any economy and have efficiency in handling the biggest busi- 
ness in the whole world. 

Mr. Suorr. That is right. 

Senator Rozpertson. There is no business in this country that can 
touch it. I would say that not only is the adequate training of quar- 
termaster officers at Fort Lee to which you referred, essential, and 
personnel too, because that is all contemplated but the justification 
will show specific annual savings that total $250,000 a year plus an 
urgent necessity for rehabilitation of inadequate facilities that would 
cost $584,000. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if we come down to the situation where specific 
items for restoration have to be justified, I hope you will under- 
stand why the Senator from Virginia is calling attention to what 
he thinks could have a little priority. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. General, will you please discuss the situation at 
Fort Ord? 

Mr. Suorr. I want to thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. I thank the Secretary. 


HOUSE REDUCTIONS IN FORT ORD ITEMS 


General Barney. Senator, I am General Barney, Director of Instal- 
lations for the Army. 

The House made two cuts at Fort Ord. One of them was actually 4 
items, 2 barracks and structures that go with them. 

The other cut is a commissary. 

The barracks would be two 326-man standard barracks. 

Senator Cuavez. Would you kindly repeat that? 

General Barney. Senator, two basic cuts were made at Fort Ord. 
One is two barracks and assorted items such as heating plants, and 
the other is a commissary. 

They come to 5 line items, but 4 have to go as a package as far 
as construction goes. The barracks are two 326-man barracks, part 
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of a complex which we have been building, as you know, for some 
time. 

The effect of not building those barracks is that men will con- 
tinue to live in barracks built in 1940 and 1941 for a period of 5-year 
life and will on occasion spill over into what I believe is called the 
north post of Fort Ord, which is even still more temporary con- 
struction than the main station. 

These two barracks in no sense completely satisfy our require- 
ment. They are an increment for putting these men into permanent 
barracks. 

With respect to the commissary-sales store, this would be a place 
for members of the garrison to buy foodstuffs and allied things. 
There is a sales store but it is very badly crowded. 

Senator Cuavez. General, I cannot visualize at the moment Fort 
Ord with reference to other communities. 

General Barney. Fort Ord, sir, is in California, some 85 or 90 miles 
south of San Francisco, The nearest city is Monterey, and I would 
say it is about 5 or 6 miles. 

Senator CuaAvez. So, hence, it is really a necessity to have a store 
there where the dependents at least could get supplies. 

General Barney. That is correct, sir. I believe, Senator, that 
covers the points I wanted to raise. 

Senator Knowianp. Thank you. 

Senator Hiti. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. Yes. 

Senator Hixu. First, may I commend Secretary Short for his very 
fine and eloquent statement here. It was a very strong presentation. 
He confirmed what you and I said about him before he spoke. 

I want to say that Napoleon said of Marshal Ney: “Every time 
I see him I feel better.” Certainly I feel better about our defense 
after having heard your statement here this morning, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Suort. Thank you. 


HOSPITAL AT FORT M’CLELLAN 


Senator Hitxi. I would like to ask about the hospital at Fort 
McClellan. 

General Barney. This is a proposed station hospital, Senator. 

Senator Hitt. The item was recommended by the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

General Barney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitx. And also approved by the House Armed Services 
Committee, the Senate Armed Services Committee, and the Congress: 
is that correct, sir? 

General Barney. That is right, sir. It is in the amount of $3,300,- 
000. It would be 125 beds on a 200-bed chassis. The existing hospi- 
tal, sir, is one of these typical World War II temporary hospitals, the 
single-story frame wards and the endless lines of corridors between 
them. It has long since exceeded its intended life. 

Mr. Suort. It is falling down. 

General Barney. I am sure General Cooney will tell you that they 
give good medical care there, but it is difficult because of the great 
dispersion of the facilities. 

We have numerous hospitals in that category, and we have been on 
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a program of replacing them through the years. Some of them you 
may recall: Fort. Knox, Fort Meade, one at Fort Belvoir, Fort Ben- 
ning. This is the next in priority. We are extremely anxious to go 
forward with it. 

Senator Hiiz. This is next on your priority list? 

General Barney. This and Carlisle Barracks. 

Senator Hitz. This hospital was built, as you said, as what we call 
temporary wartime construction, in 1940. 

(General Barney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. It has long since served its usefulness, is that true? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. It was only designed for a 5-year life. 

Senator Hixi. Another thing about it is, does 1t not put an excessive 
maintenance cost upon the taxpayers? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. All temporary buildings do, Senator. 
They run 3 and 4 times what a comparable permanent building costs 
to maintain and, in a certain sense, you do not have anything when 
you do it. The facility is a poor facility itself. 

Senator Hitz. In other words, from the standpoint of economy and 
good business administration, as well as from the standpoint of giving 
the proper medical service to the troops who are there, there should be 
this new hospital; is that right ? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. 


WAC HEADQUARTERS 


Senator Hix. For the sake of the record, if you do not have it be- 
fore, I wish you would put in the record the breakdown of the troops 
that arethere. This isa WAC headquarters, is it not? 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Breakdown of Troops—Fort McClellan 
tInlisted women 
Enlisted men : 
Garena, Teme 272 5F) Ort On. cece eendeeanieietaadanneendanaeaem 146 
Officers, male 
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General Barney. Yes, sir. This is the Army Chemical Warfare 
School and the Army Women’s Auxiliary Corps. The WAC basic 
training and specialist schools are located there. 

Senator Hix. It is also a training center for the National Guard 
and Reserve? 

General Barney. Summer training; yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. Summer training for both guard and Reserve? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hix. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we might have a brief 


statement in the record at this point from General Cooney, who is the 
De puty Surgeon of the Army? 


General Coonry. Iam General Cooney. 

Senator Hitz. Come around here, so that the stenographer can get 
your testimony. 

General Coonry. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, you 
have heard the very eloquent speeches this morning by the gentlemen 
from Rhode Island regarding the necessity for replacing of buildings. 
I think that everything that they said goes for the hospitals, except 
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double, because we certainly should have better facilities to take care 
of-our sick. I feel that anything that I might add to what has been 
said would be more or less gilding the lily. However, I must say that 
I would be very much embarrassed to take you gentlemen through this 
hospital. 


Senator Hitt. You mean the one at Fort McClellan, sir ¢ 


FORT M’CLELLAN AND CARLISLE HOSPITALS 


General Coonry. The one at Fort McClellan and the one at 
Carlisle, because treating patients at such places is not in consonance 
with the type of medicine practiced today. I would be very embar- 
rassed to take my civilian friends, and I'am embarrassed when I go 
through and talk to patients. These hospitals are poorly ventilated. 
It is difficult to heat them. It is difficult to get any privacy. They were 
built to take care of an emergency. The emergency is now over. 

I repeat, it is embarrassing to try to practice medicine in, really, 
what amounts to a warehouse or a woodshed. 

Senator Hitz. It isa fire hazard, is it, General? 

General Cooney. Yes,sir. In my opinion, it is. 

Senator Hitz. And it has long since served the purpose for which it 
was constructed ? 

General Coonry. Yes, sir. 


CARLISLE BARRACKS 


Senator Cravez. General Cooney, and you, General Barney, both 
of you, in connection with McC Jellan, have mentioned Carlisle Bar- 
racks. 


Ihave a letter, received this morning, from Senator Martin, of Penn- 
sylvania, in reference to Carlisle Barracks. 
(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
July 29, 1958. 
Hon, DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Defense, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR DENNIS: I am writing you with regard to an interest I have in the 
military construction appropriation bill, H. R. 13489. The item is the acquisi- 
tion of land in connection with the Carlisle Barracks at Carlisle, Pa. It comes 
under the appropriation for the Second Army. This project was approved in its 
entirety in the authorization bill, H. R. 13015. It originally called for $2,274,000 
for hospital facilities, family housing and the purchase of real estate. 

When the appropriation bill came before the House committee, the entire 
request for Carlisle Barracks was denied. The reason given was that there was 
not sufficient justification for the construction of a hospital nor for family 
quarters for senior officers. On the basis of the denial of the construction part 
of the project, the committee also refused the acquisition of land which would 
amount to only $354,000. 

It is my hope that I might be able to submit information to your committee 
that the acquisition of the land for this project is essential at this time to 
provide a proper entrance for the War College at Carlisle, and to prevent its 
acquisition for other commercial purposes that would entirely destroy the 
approach to the Army War College. It is, of course, my belief that the construc- 
tion of the requested facilities is also essential, but the elimination by the 
House of the construction items would not necessarily preclude the desirability 
of acquiring certain land adjoining the entrance of the college, 
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I would like very much to have the opportunity of submitting further infor- 
mation on this project to the committee when hearings are held, and will appre- 
ciate very much your consideration of my request. 

Very sincerely, 
EDWARD MARTIN. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COM MITTEE ON FINANCE, 
August 7, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense of the Senate Appropriations Com- 
niittee, The Capitol, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR DENNIS: If it proves impossible for me to get over to the hearing on 
the military construction appropriation bill this morning, I would like to sub- 
mit the attached material in support of restoration of an item for the Carlisle 
Barracks, Carlisle, Pa. 

In the authorization bill, H. R. 18015 as originally passed by the House of 
Representatives, there was an item of $2,274,000 for hospital facilities, family 
housing, and purchase of real estate at Carlisle Barracks. Subsequently, the 
Senate Armed Services Committee eliminated the hospital and family hous- 
ing part of the request, but left the item of $354,000 for the acquisition of cer- 
tain property at the War College. The authorization bill was passed in that 
form. 

It iS’ to this $354,000 that I wish to direct my plea. In the appropriation 
bill now before the committee, the House eliminated even this portion of the 
request, which in my opinion represent shortsightedness with regard to the 
needs of the facility and ultimate saving to the Government. 

The property in question is a plot of land approximately 50 acres in size, 
directiy in front of the War College and abutting the Harrisburg Road. It is 
property that might well be purchased by commercial interests, and if this 
happened the entire approach to the War College would be disfigured with a 
shopping center, a gas station, or some other commercial project. On this 
property are already located 5 dwellings, which are in excellent condition and 
can be converted at little or no cost into at least 7 quarters for officers attend- 
ing the War College for higher military training. In other words, the acquisi- 
tion would safeguard an approach to the college, and would provide needed 
additional housing. 

If the Army is given the funds to make this purchase, it will then sell an- 
other plot of land, known as farm No. 1, which is not situated directly in front 
of the War College, as is the desired acquisition, but which sale (at a disposal 
valne of $158,000) will offset the cost of the new property. 

It is ‘my earnest request to the committee that it restore the appropriation 
for this acquisition of property, which has been authorized, and regarding whieh 
the element of time plays an important part. I am enclosing an analysis of 
the situation prepared by the Department of the Army, together with a map of 
the proposed acquisition clearly demonstrating the desirability of the purchase. 

With appreciation for your consideration, TI am, 

Very sincerely, 
EpWARD MARTIN. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., July 28, 1958. 
Hon. G. WALTER STAUFFER, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. STAUFFER: Reference is made to your request for certain informa- 
tion from Maj. Gen. Max S. Johnson, commanding general, Carlisle Barracks, 
Pa.,. concerning the real estate item included in the budget request for that 
station. General Johnson has consulted with the Department of the Army and 
has requested that pertinent information be supplied your office. 

A map of Carlisle Barracks, showing the real estate proposed for acquisition 
sliaded in green and farm No. 1, shaded in blue, is enclosed. The Department 
of the Army proposes to dispose of farm No. 1, now a part of Carlisle Barracks 
Reservation, dependent upon acquisition of the new land. Both farm No. 1 
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and the new land proposed for acquisition have frontages of approximately 
1,900 feet on United States Highway 11. Farm No. 1 contains 65.1 acres, while 
the proposed acquisition amounts to 49.94 acres. 

Farm No. 1 has been estimated to have a disposal value of $158,000 as com- 
pared to the $354,000 value of the proposed acquisition. While this differen- 
tial may at first seem substantial, it is to be noted that the differential would 
be more than offset by the value of the five buildings to be acquired with the 
land and future savings in the cost of extending utilities, for future new con- 
struction, in the new and closer-in area versus farm No. 1. The 5 buildings 
to be acquired will provide 6 sets of usable and adequate quarters and an 
additional 3 sets after some alterations. The release of farm No. 1 will result 
in the loss of only one set of quarters. 

It is believed that the value of improvements on the land requested -has -not 
been fully appreciated. These improvement sare valued at $164,000 and account 
for 46 percent of the estimated acquisition cost. The shortening of utility runs 
to future construction to be sited on the proposed acquisition, as compared to 
Similar service to the farm No. 1 area would effect a savings of about $70,000. 
Consequently, it may be seen that the monetary return from disposal of farm 
No. 1, the savings on utility runs and the intrinsic value of facilities on the 
property to be acquired will more than offset the total acquisition cost and 
result in a long-range net gain to the Government. Such long-range gain would 
be over and above the intangible but real benefits to be derived from the existence 
of a smaller but better sited installation if the real estate exchange is con- 
summated. , 

There is much to be said for funding the land acquisition even if funtis for 
construction cannot be provided at this time. The Department of the Army hws 
constantly tried to maintain the physical facilities at Carlisle Barracks at a 
Standard commensurate with the dignity and prestige of the United States 
Army War College—the Army’s senior educational institution. The land acqui- 
sition would serve this purpose by consolidating the real estate at Carlisle 
Barracks into a compact installation and preventing the further intrusion of 
commercial enterprises into areas where they would be highly undesirable from 
the college point of view. 

The appreciation in value of this real estate over a period of years indicates 
that the longer acquisition is delayed, the more it will cost the Government. 
The estimated current value of the land less improvements is $190,000 or $3,800 
per acre. This compares with an estimated value of $117,000 or $2,400 per 
acre in 1951. The above figures indicate that the land itself has appreciated 
at a rate of about 8 percent per year for the last 7 years. All current indica- 
tions are that the appreciation rate will continue at the same or a higher rate. 

Should your interest be directed toward any reconsideration of the item for 
eonstruction of the 36 sets of quarters it should be noted that this construction 
is to permit the removal of senior officers from small unsatisfactory noncom- 
missioned officers’ housing and that the overall reassignment of quarters will 
result in the proposed sets of quarters being occupied by senior officers, 24 of 
which will be members of the permanent party and 12 will be the most senior 
students. 

I trust that the above information will be useful to you. 

Sincerely vours, 
J. H. MICHAELIS, 
Major General, GS, Chief of Legislative Liaison. 


ARMY WAR COLLEGE 


Senator Cuavez. Would you care to discuss the Carlisle Barracks 
item at this time? 

General Barney. Very good, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, Carlisle Barracks in Pennsylvania, some 20 miles 
west of Harrisburg, is the seat of the Army War College. This is the 
senior school of the United States Army. It is comparable in stature 
to the National War College and Industrial College. Students are 
ordinarily full colonels or senior lieutenant colonels and it is a very 
considerable honor to be selected to attend this school. 
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It is an old Army post which we have occupied one way or another 
off and on since 1776, 

We are asking here for a hospital in the amount of $1,920,000, fam- 
ily quarters, 36 “family quarters, I believe, and some land acquisition. 

The land acquisition is a very important aspect of this. 


ACREAGE OF RESERVATION 


Senator Cuavez. Tell us first what is the acreage of the reservation 
at the moment. 

General Barney. The reservation is relatively small in size, sir. 
We own 1,212 acres and we lease 1 acre. It is a small reservation. 

Senator CuHavez. You may proceed. 

General Barney. We are seeking to purchase this land near the en- 
trance, sir, 49 acres, nearly 50 acres near what is the present entrance 
of the station, for two purposes : 

First, to provide a place to build the hospital which General Cooney 
can discuss, and the fechity quarters which I have mentioned. 

Senator Cnavez. Would they be adjoining the old reservation and 
the new purchase ? 

General Barney. Yes, it is immediately contiguous to the built-up 
part of the reservation; and secondly to protect. the built-up part of 
the reservation which is right next to it from what appears to be com- 
mercial and industrial development coming where that land is on the 
main road which goes out just beyond there. 

Mr. Suorr. Particularly honky tonks and hotdog stands. 

General Barney. That is right, sir. 

The land is expensive. We feel that it will cost about $350,000, sir. 

On the other hand, if we can get this land, we feel that we can dis- 
pose of some other land on the station, the so-called Farm No. 1, with 
similarly high value, and we think we can recoup about $158,000, there. 

Actually, - in a certain sense the project might be said to pay for 
itself because this land we are buying his improvements on it which 
we can use. 

Senator Cuavez. What about the adjoining land from the new 
purchase? What type of land have you adjoining it ? 

Will you have your honky-tonks that the gentleman spoke of? 

General Barney. Mr. Chairman, the new purchase, if we make it, 
will fill in the spot between the existing station and the main high- 
way. We will then abut on the highway which is U. S. 11, I think. 

Senator Cuavez. You will be protected from the highway as far 
as honky-tonks are concerned 4 

General Barney. Yes, sir. I can show you a map, if you wish. 

Chairman Cuavez. That is right. Tell us about the hospital. 
Elaborate a little, because this letter of Senator Martin shows a deep 
interest as to the necessity for this. 


DESCRIPTION OF HOSPITAL 


General Barney. The hospital is a mixture. The main building 
was probably built 70 or 80 years ago and was a permanent building 
in its time. In subsequent years other buildings have been amalga- 
mated into it. Some of them are buildings of the kind I discussed. 
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It is a totally unsatisfactory building and I have no doubt that Gen- 
eral Cooney will substantiate that. 

Senator Cuavez. What will you do with the old hospital ¢ 

General Barney. The old main building will pass to administra- 
tive purposes. 

Senator Cuavez. Is it adequate for administrative purposes ! 

General Barney. I think so,sir. I think we can use it. 

Senator Cuavez. Will it need refurbishing ? 

General Barney. Not major. The wooden buildings concerned 
will be demolished. 

May I ask General Cooney to talk about it, sir? 

Senator Cuavez. I wish you would. 

General Coonry. I believe General Barney has covered it quite 
well. It is a combination of an old hospital building and buildings 
built at the beginning of World War II. They are separated by a 
main highway. It is just very diflicult to adequately operate a hos- 
pital and practice modern medicine. 


BFD OCCUPANCY 


Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, may I have this information? What 
percent of your beds are in full use? 

General Coonry. Overall in the Army? 

Senator Tyr. I mean in this particular hospital to which you are 
referring. 

General Cooney. I will have to get those figures for you. 

(The information referred to appears on p. 179.) 

Senator Taye. If you are not using all the rooms and all the beds. 
the question then arises, could you concentrate on the one side of 
the highway rather than divide your care between the two units? 

General Barnny. May I respond partially to that, sir? 

Senator Tyr. I ask whichever one can give me the information. 

General Barnry. We will be concentrating on one side of the high- 
way, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. You will if you build now, but I am thinking about 
vour presently existing facilities. Do you use all your beds? Do 
you use all your facilities at all times now? 


HOSPITAL FOR NEARBY FACILITIES 


General Coonry. May I add something here? We need hospitali- 
zation for several others around the post, and the plan was that this 
50 beds on a 100-bed chassis will take care of the hospitalization for 
Indiantown Gap Military Reservation; Letterkenny Ordinance De- 
pot; Marietta Transportation Depot, New Cumberland General Depot, 
Fort Ritchie, Olmstead Air Force Base, Mechanicsburg Naval Depot, 
Tobyhanna Signal Depot. 

These are now being serviced by a small dispensary which we would 
hope to be able to close and use the hospital at Carlisle. 

Senator Ture. In other words, what you would hope for if this 
were granted would be that you construct a new unit and then you 
would close down all these lesser and smaller units at the other in- 


stallations and concentrate on the one. You would have to bring 
the patients how far? 
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General Barney. I do not think any of those stations are more than 
20 miles away. 

General Coonry. I would say 20 miles. 

Senator Tuyer. In other words, the servicemen would have to come 
in there from those outlying posts a distance of 20 or more miles to 
have medical service ¢ 

General Coonry. To have hospitalization, sir. 

Senator Ture. But then would you maintain your other medical 
service ? 

General Coonry. We would still hold sick call at these various 
places and have a small dispensary. It would be more economical and 
more efficient, I feel. We could give them better hospital care and 
maintain a better staff at the one plac e. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, it would be helpful, I believe, if we 
had a report indicating how many beds are in the different units 
which you propose to close down and the time when they were con- 
structed so that we have some knowledge of the life expectancy of 
those buildings and whether they have served their life expectancy. 

General Coonry. We have that, sir, and I will submit it for the 
record, if you like, 

Senator Cuavez. Yes; the reason for the question, I think, that 

Senator Thye has in mind is that when we had the big bill for the 
Defense Department that was in conference yesterday we had a lot 
of conversation about many hospitals being only 50 percent occupied. 

Senator Ture. That is the point, Mr. Chairman, and furthermore, 
we 5 hs ave been told repeatedly that it is not advisable to have a hospi- 
tal unit a distance of 20 or 30 or 40 miles from the troop installation 
for reasons of the cost involved in transferring patients back and 
forth. Now, I find here that you are intending to consolidate and 
bring them in from outposts, and it is not consistent with previous 
testimony, not of your service but of other services. 

General Barney. Could I respond to that, Senator? 

Senator Ture. I am seeking information, sir. 

General Barney. The stations that we have just listed that this 
station would serve are all very small in terms of military population. 

I think that is a partial answer to your question. 

(The information referred to appears on p. 179.) 


CLOSING OF HOT SPRINGS, ARK., HOSPITAL 


Senator Cuavez. Let me ask General Cooney a question here. 

When we had the regular Defense Department appropriations bill 
before the committee, conversation arose about you folks trying to 
close hospitals now in existence, and I am referring especially to the 
one at Hot Springs, Ark. Every year you have been trying to do it 
and still you come in the next year and ask us to build a new hospital 
elsewhere. 

Why does that happen? Why do you have to close the hospital ? 

Secretary Short told us that they are going to make every effort 
possible to use existing facilities. 

Do you intend to use existing facilities if they are adequate? 

I do not want you to use them if they are not adequate. 


Mr. Suorr. Mr. Chairman, would you allow a brief interruption 
at this point ? 
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Senator Cuavez. Yes. We have had quite a little conversation 
about Hot Springs, Ark., and about medicare, that we build facilities 
for the Army or for the other services that are 50 percent occupied, 
and the dependents go down there and pay $50 a day at some other 
hospital. 

Mr. Snort. Well, Murphy General of course was closed up in 
Massachusetts last year. We have been trying for several years to 
close the Army-Navy hospital at Hot Springs because they have 
more men in uniform and more civilian employees in that hospital 
than they have patients. 

Senator Cuavez. You are not going to close it this year, Mr. 
Secretary ? 

Mr. Snort. It is practically an empty institution and the Govern- 
ment should get a considerable amount of money for it. 

Senator Cuavez. If it is an empty institution, you spent quite a 
little money just a few years ago to bring it up to date and now you 
are closing it up and asking for money to build elsewhere. 

The committee is sympathetic to everything that you have sug- 
gested. We want to provide the best facilities possible for the boys 
and girls in the service, but the committee is concerned when we learn 
about a hospital that is only 50 percent occupied. You cannot even 
get good doctors if they have no patients. 

Mr. Suort. It is much less than that at Hot Springs. 

Senator Cuavez. Because you do not use it. 

Mr. Snort. It is vacant. 

Senator Hit. May I ask a question ? 

Senator Cuavez. Yes. 

Senator Hit. Is it not true, Mr. Secretary, that your Hot Springs 
hospital is not on or near a military reservation where you have 
military personnel stationed ? 

Mr. Snort. That is right. 

Senator Hatu. In other words, it is off by itself. It is not on a 
military post or reservation of any kind, is that true ? 

Mr. Suorr. There is no need for it. 

Senator Cuavez. That is right, and the same condition existed when 
they asked for the money to build it up? 

Mr. Suorr. Arkansas has some pretty able active men representing 
the State. 

Senator Cuavez. Yes, I see they have. Some of them have some 
other business, and members of this committee have to take care of 
them. 

Senator Rogsertson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask General 
Barney a question. 

FORT LEE, VA., ACADEMIC BUILDING 


I would like the record to show why you asked for the restoration 
of $3,410,000 for the construction of a Quartermaster academic build- 
ing at Fort Lee, Va. 

General Barney. I am delighted to have the opportunity to re- 
spond to that, sir. 

The basic issue is just this: This is the Quartermaster School of the 
United States Army. Here is where young men and women comin 
into the service get their first real impression of the Army, and i 
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they are going quartermasterwise, they get their Quartermaster edu- 
cation there and they get their first impression of whether they want 
to stay in the service there. 

We have presently as academic facilities for them a conglomeration 
of these same wooden buildings I have been talking about, 2-story 
wood, 1-story wood built in 1940 and 1941 for 5 years’ life and I 
doubt that a single one of them was designed for academic purposes. 
They were built for barracks and dayrooms and that sort of thing. 

The basic question is now 18 years later, do we still want to make 
people go to school in those buildings which the day they were 
planed new would not have been decent school buildings? The heat- 
ing is not right. The ventilation is not right. You cannot place 
students where they can see because of posts. They are widely scat- 
tered. 

There are all the problems that arise from the fact that instead 
of having your school in one building, it is all over the place. 

The Senator has quoted some figures on savings. can reecho 
those. One way or another I believe, sir, we will save if this build- 
ing is built over $350,000 annually in operating costs and goodness 
knows what we will save in terms of more efficient instruction which, 
of course, we have not evaluated. We will also save a $550,000 
cost. we have to spend on these old buildings if we are going to stay 
in them much longer. 

There is no real estate involved. We control the land that this 
would be built on. 

We think it is a genuine deficiency. We are extremely anxious 
to get forward with the construction of this building. 


UTILIZATION OF UNITS AT CARLISLE 


Senator Cuavez. I think that you men have made a very fine case 
both for McClellan and for Carlisle. The only thing that still 
worries me about Carlisle is using some of the units that could be 
utilized. 

I wish you would give some attention to that because, as I stated 
before, we should provide adequate facilities. Otherwise we are 
negligent. If we do provide adequate facilities, we would like to 
have them utilized to full capacity. 

Is there anything further on this subject? General Barney. 

General Barney. No, sir. 


WINGATE ORDNANCE DEPOT, N. MEX, 


Senator CuHavez. Before you get away, I was taking care of Penn- 
sylvania and Alabama and I have not talked about Fort Wingate, 
one of the oldest Army installations in the West. 

General Barney. Yes, sir. I have been there. 

Senator CHavez. I notice that something has happened there as 
far as the hospital is concerned. 

General Barney. Sir, Wingate Ordnance Depot is the title now. 
We sought two facilities, a bomb and shell reconditioning building 
and ammunition demolition protective structure. They are both re- 
quired in the ordinary course of maintaining, disposing, repairing, 
and everything we do to our ammunition. 
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We are using completely improvised facilities now. I have :a 
witness who can talk to it at length, if you wish. 

Senator Cuavez. You think it is necessary ¢ 

General Barney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. I have walked all over the area but I want. you 
to tell us from your standpoint. I do not know what you know. 

General Barney. I would like to ask Mr. Van Kuren, of the Of- 
fice of the Chief of Ordnance, to talk to that. 


BOMB AND SHELL RECONDITIONING BUILDING 


Mr. Van Kuren. Mr. Chairman, I am Mr. H. D. Van Kuren_of 
the Office of Chief of Ordnance. At Wingate Ordnance Depot we 
have proposed construction of a bomb and shell reconditioning build- 
ing and some protective structures for use in the demolition and burn- 
of ammunition which must be destroyed. 

We have at Wingate 260,000 tons of artillery ammunition and large 
sized bombs. They require constant maintenance to keep them from 
deteriorating beyond the point that they can be used. 

Our present situation is that the only work we can do on bombs and 
large shells by hand methods outdoors and we propose a building to 
speed up this procedure and permit us to handle the load. We are 
now handling about one third of it each year. We havea backlog. 

In the demolition and burning area we have a modest project for 
protective facilities and expansion of our demolition ground to permit 
us to take care of our load there in which, again, we are falling about 
60 percent behind per year in that important work. 


WHITE SANDS, N. MEX., MISSILE FACILITY 


Senator Cuavez. Now, can any one of you gentlemen tell us about 
the White Sands missile facility ? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. At White Sands the deleted items were 
a dental clinic, bachelor officer quarters, and a commissary. You will 
note, of course, that they are all support type facilities. 

The dental clinic, is an old temporary building. We need a great 
deal more space and a better place. That is why we are requesting 
that. 

The station is a remote station. There are no commercial facilities 
and this bachelor officers’ quarters is an effort to get our people into 
proper bachelor quarters. 

The commissary, again, is hopelessly overcrowded. There is no 
commercial store within many, many miles. 

Senator Cuavez. They are way out in the country away from Fort 
Bliss and away from Holloman ? 

General Barney. Yes, sir: this is 75 miles, I would say, from Fort 
Bliss. 


SANDIA BASE 


Senator CuAvez. What about Sandia Base? 

General Barney. We are making no reclama on Sandia. We got 
the items we requested there. 

Senator Cuavez. Was Sandia an item allowed by the House? 

General Barney. Yes, sir; it was allowed. 
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Senator Cuavez. The only two where you are making a reclama 
is on the White Sands missile base and Wingate ? 
General Barney. Yes, sir. 
Senator Cuavez. Thank you. 
Senator Hayden ? 
FORT HUACHUCA, ARIZ. 


Senator Haypen. I wanted to ask about the items that were deleted 
by the House with respect to Fort Huachuca. If you could make a 
brief statement about their importance, I would appreciate it. 

General Barney. Sir, as they did at many stations, the House de- 
leted items at Fort Huachuea for enlisted men’s housing family hous- 
ing. They did not seem to quarrel with our requirement. They said 
they just felt they wanted to put it off. 

In this case, the men are in temporary barracks and it is another 
part of our program to get men into permanent barrac ks. 

We have reclamed it and want to get it back in. There are three 
enlisted men’s barracks, 326 men each, and the associated mess hall 
and supply and heating plants. 

Senator Haypen. I notice that in the record there is a statement 
regarding the matter. 

Will that be printed ? 

Senator CHavez. Let us have it printed. 

Senator Haypen. We might do that. 

(The statement referred to appears on p. 179.) 


TECHNICAL LABORATORY 


Senator Haypen. I notice again that there is a supplemental esti- 
mate at Fort Huachuea, Ariz., a technical building, a final increment 
of $5,500,000. 

Do you have a statement on that ? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. This is the second and third combined 
increment of a large technical laboratory. The first is under construc- 
tion and now nearly done. The Army has always recognized the need 
for this second increment and have always contemplated that we 
would build it. It has been clearly a matter of priority. We have not 
been. able to get to it within the ceilings in dollars that came our way. 

With the authorization put in by the Armed Services Committees 
we have included it in the funding program before you. That item 
has not been heard by the House, sir. The House “Appropriations 
Committee, and I cannot speak for what the viewpoint of the Bureau 
of the Budget and the Department of Defense would be on it. 

Senator Haypen. We can put a breakdown in the record of just 
what the item amounts to. 


DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 


General Barney. Yes, sir. Basically, it is 230,000 square feet. of 
building about $4,400,000 and then the associated power and other 
items carry it to $5,498,000. It is a steel frame building, concrete 
wall ‘air-conditioned. 
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Senator Haypen. Mr. Chairman, I am very familiar with this mat- 
ter and I would like to have included in the record at this point a 
statement of my own with respect to it. 

Senator Cuavez. We will be glad to receive it. 

Senator Haypen. 1. The technical building at Fort Huachuca was 
approved for construction by Public Law 968, dated August 3, 1956. 
The fiscal year 1957 appropriations provided $4,068,000 for the first 
increment. Of that sum $3,217,000 are being used for construction 
now underway. It was planned that the funds necessary to construct 
the balance of the building would be appropriated in fiscal year 1959, 
but the plans were changed to provide appropriations in fiscal year 
1959 to construct the second phase of the building and in fiscal year 
1960 to construct the third phase of the building. 

2. It is planned that the technical building will house the following : 
Technical program operations, aviation department, electronic war- 
fare department, combat development department, signal communica- 
tions department, combat surveillance department, and the meteorol- 
ogy department; 1,850 to 2,000 military and civilian personnel are 
involved. 

3. In addition to briefings by the Chief of Staff and the Chief of 
Technical Program Operations, some of the above-named depart- 
ments were visited in their present locations. The laboratories pro- 
vided are not only inadequate in space and light, but offer little in the 
way of security for the work being done. These departments, with 
the exception of the meteorology department, are housed in old bar- 
rack buildings which provide at best makeshift facilities. 

Particularly distressing were the spaces provided for the infrared 
laboratory, the radar laboratory, and the television and photographic 
laboratory. All of them are crowded into small spaces, the locks on 
the doors consist of hasps secured with padlocks, and in the photo- 
graphic laboratory, where constant temperatures are required, the 
heat was almost unbearable. 

The signal communications department complained that the power- 
lines around the area assigned to its department interfered with test- 
ing of equipment. These lines would not constitute interference in the 
new building. 

4. The meterology department simply does not use its equipment 
requiring exact calibration for the reason that no space available sup- 
plies a floor of sufficient sturdiness to permit use of this equipment. 

A similar difficulty is experienced by the Signal Communications 
Department which has no proper facilities for calibrating its equip- 
ment or for maintaining its calibration. 


TESTING OF RADAR EQUIPMENT 


A good deal of the testing on radar equipment is concerned with 
products of private corporations for which both a laboratory and an 
office must be furnished to a company representative. The facilities 
which we inspected for both these purposes consisted of quarters as- 
signed to noncommissioned officers in World War II. 

5. The facilities of the various departments are scattered into several 
buildings, some of them as much as 2 to 3 miles apart. This is partic- 
ularly true of the Meteorology Department, a portion of which is 
located in the old hospital area and the remainder of which is about 











I 





MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 175 


214 miles distant. The departments themselves are as much as 5 
miles apart, yet it is necessary that each department work in close 
coordination with the other departments; and each department pro- 


vides its specialized services to the other departments which require 
them. 


RENOVATION EXPENDITURES 


During fiscal year 1957, $551,000 was expended to maintain and 
renovate the temporary building being used by the technical program 
operations. It is estimated that this cost during fiscal year 1958 
will be $350,000. Such renovation expenditures will not be required 
after construction of the technical building. 

Completion of the technical building would permit transfer of 
the central technical library, which is used by all of the various de- 
partments, to the technical building, increasing its availability and 
value to the several departments. 

6. At least a portion of these departments are located in areas which 
must be evacuated on 10 days’ notice in case of an emergency, since 
the National Guard of Arizona would be stationed there if called to 
Federal duty. 

7. As now planned, phase 2 of the technical building, which is esti- 
mated to cost $2,889,000, will include the right wing, the cafeteria, 
and a portion of the shops. Phase 3 as now planned would cost $2,- 
675,000, and would include a necessary auditorium, the left wing 
of the building, and the remainder of the shop area. The estimated 
cost of the remaining construction to be done is $5,564,000, but it is 
probable that this cost could be reduced substantially if a contract 
for the total remainder of the building could be let at 1 time to 1 
company. 

8. Previous experience indicates that the cost of construction in- 
creases when it is necessary to change contractors, with the successful 
contractor having to bring in his equipment and recruit additional 
personnel. In the case of Fort Huachuca, skilled labor is scarce and 
1s available only in a highly competitive market. 

9. The necessity for insuring maximum efficiency, effectual control, 
and adequate coordination of the technical program, including range 
instrumentation, dictates completion of this entire facility at the earl- 
iest ‘possible date. 


ARMY ELECTRONICS PROVING GROUND 


Inasmuch as the Army Electronics Proving Ground is the only 
facility available to the Army to do required electronic testing, and 
based upon the information supplied to me, I urge that you submit to 
the Department of Defense a request that military construction funds 
be made available to the Signal Corps in the sum of $5,564,000 during 
fiscal year 1959 for completion of construction of the technical building 
at Fort Huachuca. 

Thank you. 

Senator Cuavez. Is Huachuca not isolated ? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. Huachuca is in the southeast corner of 
the State. The nearest city of any size is nearly 100 hundred miles 
away, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. I thought that should be in the record because it 
is not near a gate city if an emergency occurs. 
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General Barney. The absence of electronic interference is one of 
the great advantages of it, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you. 

General Barney. Mr. Chairman, may I insert my prepared state- 
ment in the record ¢ 

Senator Cuavez. You certainly can. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY MAJ. GEN. KEITH R. BARNEY, Director oF INSTALLATIONS, OFFICE 
OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the Department of the Army is requesting for 
the fiscal year 1959 MCA program appropriations of $340,900,000 to utilize against 
a proposed funding plan of $379,515,000. 

This funding plan consists of $309,464,000 for new authorizations, $33,955,000 
for general authorizations, $29,243,000 for prior years’ authorizations, and 
$6,853,000 to cover deficiencies in prior years’ authorizations. 

In briefly discussing the funding plan, I would like to cover two major elements 
separately: First, line-item projects; and, second, general authorizations. The 
line-item projects I shall break down into construction categories and special 
categories. 

The first category, operational and training facilities, includes paving, control 
towers, and lighting facilities for airfields ; fuel storage and dispensing facilities ; 
communication buildings; aviation operations buildings; academic buildings ; 
and guided-missile-training facilities. This category totals $33,706,000. 

Maintenance facilities include buldings for mantencance of all types of equip- 
ment and plant used by the Army, such as aircraft, missiles, motor vehicles, com- 
munication, and electronic devices. This category totals $15,598,000. 

Research, development, and test facilities include requirements in the amount 
of $17,464,000 to support the Army’s research and development programs, par- 
ticularly in the field of guided missiles. In this connection, and to emphasize 
our responsibilities for construction support of research and development ac- 
tivities, I invite your attention to a special category which I shall mention 
briefly in a moment. This item will provide missile research and test facilities, 
both in Conus and overseas, for a weapon development program of national 
priority. Additionally, may I note that we are submitting in this “research and 
development” category the newly authorized final increment of the Army Elec- 
tronic Proving Ground technical building at Fort Huachuea, Ariz. This incre- 
ment, estimated at $5,500,000, was not reviewed by the House Appropriations 
Committee. 

Supply facilities include requirements totaling $6,656,000. Aircraft parts 
storage buildings, ammunition storage igloos, cold storage and general purpose 
warehouses, and an increment of a logistic complex in Hawaii are major ele- 
ments of this category. 

Hospital and medical facilities total $8,852,000 and include $6,488,000 for 
two permanent hospitals and alterations to another permanent hospital. The 
two new hospitals in this group are at Carlisle Barracks, Pa., and Fort Me- 
Clellan, Ala., and are required to replace World War II outmoded hospitals 
which have long ago exceeded their normal life expectancy. 

Administrative facilities consist of structures necessary for the administra- 
tion of battalion and larger units. The major nonstandard structures under 
this category are the Ordnance Tank and Automotive Command Headquarters, 
the missions engineering building to support our guided missile research pro- 
gram at Redstone Arsenal, Ala., and the cartographic engineering building for 
the Army Map Service. The total amount requested is $9,880,000. 

Housing and community facilities include barracks and bachelor officer quar- 
ters, family housing, service facilities and morale, welfare and recreational 
facilities. The total amount requested is $52,484,000. 

The funding plan contains $22,234,000 for EM barracks. We are asking for 
$21,218,000 for 11,358 permanent spaces; and $1,016,000 for 960 semipermanent 
spaces at our surface-to-air guided missile training range at McGregor Range, 
Tex. 

Included herein also we have 158 units of MCA housing. 
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The eighth category covers all utilities and gruond improvements. It consists 
of such projects as electric utilities, heating plants, sanitary sewer systems 
and water supply systems, and totals $7,574,000. 

The last category is “Real estate.’ Aside from land required for air defense 
missile installations, which I will diseuss separately, there are only two land 
acquisition projects. One project of 50 acres at a cost of approximately $354,000 
in Conus, and 1 project of 14 acres at a cost of $7,000 is in Alaska. 

The special categories consist of seven groups. 

The first, “Air defense,” totals $119,514,000 and may be further broken down 
as follows: $113,203,000 for “Surface-to-air missile tactical facilities’ of which 
$106,334,000 is concerned with structures and facilities and $6,869,000 for land 
acquisition; and $6,311,000 for maintenance and logistical support facilities. 

In France we have two major projects: the requirement for the line of com- 
munications totaling $4,063,000 and a classified security facility estimated 
at $405,000. The LOC requirements include such items as depots, warehouses, 
shops, administrative facilities, barracks, medical facilities, railroads, hard- 
stands, and utilities. 

In Germany we plan construction of two classified projects totaling $10,692,000. 

In Italy we propose construction of classified storage and maintenance fa- 
cilities and supporting aviation facilities amounting to $3,619,000. 

Korea contains two projects totaling $8,047,000. One project, containing 
storage and maintenance facilities, is classified. 'The second project is an incre- 
ment of the plan to improve troop facilities which, I am sure you are all well 
aware, have been the most substandard to be endured by American troops any- 
wherein this world. 

The next category consists of $29,195,000 for research and development test 
facilities necessary to test the Nike-Zeus system. 

The final category includes $17,500,000 to fund emergency projects of urgent 
national importance. This will permit the Secretary of the Army to proceed 
with construction made necessary by changes in Army missions, new weapons 
developments, new and unforeseen research and development requirements, or 
improved production schedules. Applicable projects would be funded if the 
Secretary of Defense determines that deferral of such construction for inclusion 
in the next military construction authorization act would be detrimental to the 
interests of our national security. 

The second element of the funding plan, $33,955,000 for general authorization, 
is composed of advance design, minor construction, support of Capehart hous- 
ing, support of surplus commodity housing, rehabilitation of substandard family 
quarters, and access roads. This request for funding approval is predicated 
on the best estimate available at present as to what our needs will be for the 
use of authorizations granted in the general provisions of previous Public Laws. 
It is broken down as follows: 


Advance design, $18 million 


Advance design will provide the funding necessary to complete the design for 
all new fiscal year 1959 authorizations and to permit the development of. pre- 
liminary design for planned fiscal year 1960 projects in order that budget esti- 
mates for this work can be as accurate as possible. This will also provide for 
the continuing development of standard plans for repetitive-type projects. 


Minor construction, $8 million 


The authority for this type of work is contained in section 408 of Public Law 
968 of the 84th Congress. This is the second year that the Department of the 
Army has requested any military construction appropriations against this gen- 
eral authority. Prior to fiscal year 1958 all work of this nature was accom- 
plished from the “Operations and maintenance” appropriation of the Army. 
Effective in fiscal year 1958 the Department of the Army has employed this au- 
thority to construct projects costing between $25,000 and $200,000. Projects 
costing less than $25,000 continue to be financed from the “Operations and 
maintenance” appropriation. 


Support of Canehart housing, $4,500,000 


Authority for this support is contained in title V, section 505, Public Law 
155, 82d Congress and is used basically for the acquisition of land, site prepara- 
tion, and the provision of off-site utilities to the boundary of the family housing 
project. The scope of the work also includes demolition of existing structures, 
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land filling, site drainage, grubbing, rough grading, and such other work as may 
be necessary to produce an adequate and usable site. 


Support of surplus commodity housing, $955,000 


Authority is contained in section 411 (b), Public Law 968, 84th Congress. 
The amount requested will provide construction management services and the 
purchase of materiel and equipment necessary for the construction of surplus 
commodity family housing in overseas areas where such materiel and equip- 
ment is not locally available. 


Rehabilitation of substandard family quarters, $500,000 


Section 407 (e), Public Law 85-241, authorizes the improvement of sub- 
standard quarters to adequate public quarters standards. We are requesting 
funds to rehabilitate quarters which would otherwise have to be demolished or 
disposed of by July 1, 1960. 


Access roads, $2,000,000 


Construction of access roads to military installations was authorized by the 
Defense Highway Act of 1941 with subsequent amendments. Since fiscal year 
1957 each service has been required to make provision for same within its 
public-works program. The amount requested is necessary to meet our minimum 
requirements. 

In recent action by the House the request for $340.9 million for new appro- 
priations was reduced by $126,636,000 to a total of $214,564,000. The 126,- 
336,000 cut contains specific line-item deletions of $7,411,000. These line- 
item deletions affect the construction and special categories into which we have 
divided the projects in our funding plan as follows: 

Operational and training facilities were reduced $15,452,000 or 46 percent. 
Major items involved were academic buildings, guided-missile laboratory build- 
ings, classroom buildings, and appropriate facilities for the Gateway Army 
Command and administrative network. 

Maintenance facilites were reduced $2,243,000 or 14 percent. Ordnance, 
Signal, and Engineer structures have been affected. 

Research and development category was reduced by $1,291,000 or 7 percent. 
The cut eliminated the Cold Regions Main Laboratory deficiency. 

Supply facilities were reduced $3,407,000 or 50 percent. The major deletions 
occurred in Overseas areas and include the $2,795,000 warehouse and engineer 
maintenance shop at Fort Shafter, Hawaii. 

Hospital and medical facilities were seriously affected, losing $8,303,000 or 
93 percent of the original request. Hospitals, dental clinics, and the Army 
Medical Research Institute Building were deleted from the program. 

Administrative facilities were affected by a cut of $8,601,000 or 87 percent 
of the original request. This action included deletion of the headquarters build- 
ing at Detroit for the Ordnance Tank-Automotive Command and the cartographic 
engineering building for the Army Map Service. 

Housing and community facilities suffered a reduction of $28,160,000 or 54 
percent. All MCA family quarters were deleted. Other deletions include bar- 
racks, bachelor officer quarters, commissaries, and appropriate facilities for 
the ACAN gateway station. 

Utilities and ground improvements projects were cut $3,384,000 or 45 percent 
including 5 heating plants in the United States. 

Real estate lost the $354,000 land-acquisition project at Carlisle Barracks, Pa. 

In addition to the above, the $405,000 security facility in France was deleted. 

Finally our general authorizations were reduced $955,000. This cut the Army 
has been directed to apply to minor construction. 

From a construction management point of view, I should like to highlight 
the effect of the $126.3 million reduction. The reduction will provide the Army 
with $214.6 million of new money. If we add to this our carryover funds of 
$123.4 million, which is the latest fiscal year 1958 year-end accounting figure, 
we obtain a total fund availability for fiscal year 1959 of $338 million. How- 
ever, from this $338 million we must also provide for fiscal year 1960 a carry- 
over fund. The extent of the carryover fund will be governed by the actual 
dollar amount of work carried out in fiscal year 1959 and by the necessity to 
insure proper management of our construction effort in the first quarter of 
fiscal year 1960 until new appropriations become available in September or 
October. This latter factor is very important because it insures proper use of 
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personnel and resources, maintains a reasonably balanced phasing of our 
construction effort, and utilizes the best part of the construction season. 

Consequently, in fiscal year 1959 we estimate that we will be able to obligate 
only $240 million—a decrease of over $100 million from our austere goal of 
$340.9 million. 

The effect of the cut in appropriations will therefore be twofold: (1) Many 
of our important projects, already approved by the Congress, cannot be funded, 
to the detriment of a balanced construction support program. (2) Our con- 
struction effort in the first quarter of fiscal year 1960 will be severely handi- 
capped with the serious complications of a stop-and-go management. 

I assure the committee that we are presenting a hard-core program, closely 
coordinated and closely related to our short- and long-range needs, to our present 
missions and operations and to our permanent base requirements. 

We will be happy to answer your questions and explain the details of our 
program as you may desire. 


Bep Occupancy At CARLISLE Barracks, Pa. 
(See PPS, 168-169) 
(Submitted by the Surgeon General, U. S. Army) 


Beds occupied by patients at the U. 5. Army Hospital, Carlisle Barracks, 
Pa., on 7 August 1958, totaled 25. 


Installations to be furnished hospitalization at the U. S. Army Hospital, Carlisle 
Barracks, Pa. 



































Distance | Estimated | Present military Future disposition 
Installation | from Car- | strength to facility of present facility 
lisle, Pa. | be served | 
= sounded a i a - 
Miles 
Indiantown Gap Military Reserva- | 44 847 | Dispensary........| Will be kept in opera- 
tion. tion. 
New Cumberland General Depot_- 22 544 | 25-bed hospital __ Will be reduced to a 
dispensary. 
Letterkenny Ordnance Depot 32 | 456 | Industrial dispen- | Will be kept in opera- 
sary. tion. 
Olmsted Air Force Base._-- 25 2,012 | 20-bed dispensary_| Will be reduced. 
Mechanicsburg Naval Supply 10 190 | 50-bed dispensary _ Do. 
Depot. 
Fort Ritchie, Md-- ‘ a 60 | 571 | Dispensary........| Will be kept in opera- 
tion. 
Gettysburg College ROTC___._-_-- 24 | Oe I iets 
Bucknell University ROTC_.-_. 82 | = =e : in 
Pennsylvania State University 107 32 pn dicsdanuaie 
ROTC. 
Total... -- ’ ~-----+--|---------- 4, 674 
Fort Huacnuca, ARIZONA 
(See p. 173) 
Fort Huachuca, Arizona 
House 
Appropriations 
Line Proposed Committee 
item Description ee bs 
priation | 
Approval} Reduc- 
tion 
ae Se, Pes I i. datetceicni cn ccaanecdabaean 1, 884 0 1, 884 
54 | Battalion mess building- 448 0 | 448 


53 | Battalion administration and supply building... _- bss Sela 307 
7 | Heating plant- ; amelie 





0 } 307 
0 143 
a - ' 
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A permanent operational requirement exists for 4,683 enlisted barracks spaces 
in permanent construction. Existing are only 372 spaces, with outstanding 
authorization available for an additional 1,304 spaces (presently under construc- 
tlon). The outstanding deficit in permanent construction is 3,007 spaces, 978 
of which are included in this request together with required ancillary mess, 
supply, administrative, and utility facilities. The existing nonpermanent bar- 
racks are in a poor state of repair. These barracks were built on a crash basis in 
1941 to take care of a mobilization requirement. They have outlived their useful 
ness for permanent operation; cost of maintenance is excessive, and are only con- 
sidered for retention for mobilization and National Guard because a definite 
requirement exists, and maintenance of barracks when in a standby status, is not 
necessary to be of the high standard required for permanent operational require- 
ment. Maintenance for peacetime: occupancy is at a very high rate. Further, 
these barracks are not conducive to good morale of the men occupying them in this 
isolated desert station. No transportation to the nearest town, Bisbee, Ariz., 
86 miles round trip, is available unless a private vehicle is utilized. Recreational 
facilities on the post are extremely limited; therefore, much time is spent in the 
barracks by the enlisted men. Morale is a low ebb at Fort Huachuca, and one 
of the major contributing factors to the low reenlistment rate is the lack of 
recreational facilities as well as the existing living conditions. Mobilization and 
National Guard training requirements exist; therefore, the nonpermanent existing 
barracks will be retained in a standby status. This project is in accordance with 
the policy of the Department of the Army to replace temporary barracks with 
permanent construction. 


COMMITTEE RECESS 


Senator Cuavez. We will recess until tomorrow morning at 10 
o'clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m., Thursday, August 7, 1958, the com- 
mittee recessed, to reconvene at 10 a. m., Friday, August 8, 1958.) 





| 
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FRIDAY, AUGUST 8, 1958 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-39, 
the Capitol, Hon. Dennis Chavez (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Chavez, Ellender, Robertson, Stennis, Bridges, 
Young, Knowland, Thye, Smith, and Dworskak. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. K. R. BARNEY, DIRECTOR OF INSTALLA- 
TIONS, OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS 


CLARIFICATION OF ARMY PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Senator Cuavez. The committee will come to order. 

General, you may proceed. 

General Barney. Thank you. With your permission, I would like 
to address myself briefly to a clarification of the Army proposed 
amendment to H. R. 13489. The Army originally requested full res- 
toration of all items deleted by the House. However, subsequent 
actions by the Armed Services Committee conference report threat- 
ened or reduced the authorization for certain of these items, negating 
the position we have taken on those. 


REQUEST WITHDRAWN 


These are, specifically, on page 34 of our amendment we had re- 
quested restoration of five line items at Desert Rock. These items 
were deleted from the authorization bill and, therefore, the request 
for that is withdrawn. 

On page 43 restoration was requested for $5 million surface-to-air 
tactical facilities. Authorization for this item was again reduced in 
the amount of $27,443,000. 

Accordingly, therefore, we withdraw the request. The overall ac- 
tion of the authorization reduced the Army’s funding plan as sub- 
mitted to the House Appropriations Committee by $30,107,000. This 
reduction permits the Army within its budget capability to program 
in its funding plan the following items which were authorized in 
H. R. 13015, but which have not been reviewed by the House Appro- 
priations Committee: 
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FORT HUACHUCA, ARIZ. 


Fort Huachuca, Ariz., Army electronic proving ground, in the 
amount of $5,500,000 and $17,500,000 under the provisions of section 
103, which provides for proceeding with construction made necessary 
by a change in misisons, new developments, new and unforeseen re- 
search, or improved production schedules. 

Senator Cuavez. That last figure goes to installations elsewhere 
outside Huachuca? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. Conceivably some of it could go to 
Huachuca, but it has no direct relation. 

Senator Cuavez. You scatter it wherever you deem it advisable? 

General Barney. Yes, sir, that requires also that we have to go to 
the Secretary of Defense to get them, sir. Changes in addenda reflect- 
ing those changes have been supplied to the committee. They in no 
way affect the proposed amendment as respecting the restoration in 
the amount of $126,336,000. 


EFFECT OF REDUCTION 


Mr. Chairman, from the construction management point of view, 
I would like to highlight the effect of this $126 million reduction 
in new dollars. The reduction would provide us with $214 million 
in new money. If to this we add the carryover of $123 million neces- 
sary to inspect existing contracts and to maintain a well-managed 

rogram during the first quarter, we obtain a total fund availability of 

338 million. You might describe them as dollars in the bank against 
which we could draw. 

However, from this $338 million, we also must provide for fiscal 
year 1960 carryover. The extent of the carryover will be governed 
by the actual dollar amount of work carried out in fiscal year 1959, 
and by the necessity to insure proper management of our construction 
effort in the first quarter of fiscal year 1960 until new appropria- 
tions become available. This latter factor is very important because 
it assures us proper use of personnel and resources, maintains a 
reasonably balanced staging of our program, and utilizes the better 
part of the construction season. If this reduction is made for fiscal 
year 1959 we estimate the we would be able to obligate only about 
$240 million, a decrease of $100 million over our austere goal of 
$340 million. 

The effect of the cut in appropriations will therefore be twofold. 
Many of our important projects already approved by the Congress 
cannot be funded, to the detriment of a balanced construction support 
program. Our construction effort in the first quarter of fiscal year 
1960 will be handicapped with the complications of stop and go. In- 
cidentally, the last part I have said is in my prepared statement in 
the record. 

Senator Cnavez. Yes, sir. 

General Barney. With your permission, sir, I would like to turn 
briefly to four items which we would like to call the committee’s 
attention to, which we defended before the House and lost there. 
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TANK-AUTOMOTIVE CENTER AT DETROIT ARSENAL 


The first of these is the ordnance tank-automotive center command 
headquarters building which would be built at Detroit Arsenal. The 
amount we are asking is $5,666,000. It is, of course, a major structure. 
This would replace a building in downtown Detroit which is 40 years 
old and was built as a stove works, the so-called Beard Street. in- 
stallation. 

Senator CuAvez. Owned by the Department? 

General Barney. Yes, sir, we own it. We bought it some years 
ago and part of the or dnance tank-automotive center has been in it 
ever since. Basically it is an office and engineering and administra- 
tive type occupancy of some 2,000 people. The cost of this new build- 
ing is considerable, $5.6 million, sir. Against this we feel we can save 
more than $900,000 a year in operating expenses because we then 


could consolidate. It is now a split between Beard Street and the 
arsenal, some 15 or 16 miles drive. 


DISPOSAL OF OLD BUILDING 


Senator Cuavez. Do you intend to raze the old building and build 
in the same spot? 

General Barney. No, sir; we will dispose of the old one entirely. 

Senator Cuavez. Where are you going to build? 

General Barney. We will build on Langley Road at Detroit 
Arsenal. 

Senator Cnavez. What is going to happen with this other building? 

General Barney. We will sell the old building, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. What is the recovery on that kind of property ? 

General Barney. Sir, it has been estimated that this building may 
bring something over $900,000 on sale. I feel that is pr incipally the 
value of the land it is on, and, as Mr. Sheppard of the House Appro- 
priations Committee remarked, the Government never seems to get 
quite the money we think we ought to in such things. 

Senator CuaAvez. I have noticed that for many, many years. 

General Barney. I am not arguing in favor of the sale. 

Senator Cuavez. If we are going to buy it is real costly. If we are 
going to sell, it is different. 


MAINTENANCE FUNDS 


General Barney. Yes,sir. We will dispose of it. It isn’t a suitable 
type of structure for that kind of operation. However, Mr. Chair- 
man, if we don’t get the new one we have to spend over a million dollars 
in the existing one in the next few years just to keep it in operation. 

Senator CHavez. What do you mean by “next few years”? 

General Barney. In maintenance funds, rehabilitation of the stove 
works. It would have to be done in order to continue. 

Senator Cuavez. The House did turn you down on that item? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. You would like to get it back? 

General Barney. Very muchso, sir. Iam personally familiar with 
this case, sir. I have never seen a case in the United States where 
2,000 office workers are working in a structure so totally unsuited to 
that kind of work. As I say, it was built as a stove works. 

(See p. 431 for further statement regarding this matter.) 
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Sir, with your further permission I would like to turn to two Corps 
of Engineers items. 


EXPANSION OF ARMY MAP SERVICE IN MARYLAND 


The first of these is an expansion of the Army Map Service here 
just outside the District in Maryland, in the amount of $1,913,000. The 
Service is responsible for the collection, production, supply of engineer 
intelligence, military maps, and geodetic data. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a good facility out there. Business is just 
getting too good for us. This need was recognized when the original 
facility was built. We just plain need more space. As you can readily 
imagine, our map files and the management of them are both expand- 
ing and we badly need the additional space we have requested, in the 
amount of $1,913,000. 

Senator CuHavez. If I remember correctly, you are up there some- 
place between Hagerstown and Washington ¢ 

General Barney. No,sir. This is out by the reservoir, sir, out Mac- 
Arthur Boulevard there. 

Senator Cuavez. [see. 

General Barney. The present facility is, I would say, 6 or 7 miles 
from downtown Washington. This would be an expansion of that 
facility on that ground. 

Senator Cuavez. If you would care to put in the record or give the 
committee a separate statement as to the reason for that particular 
one we would be glad to get it. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


General Barney. Very good, sir. We have a statement. 
a v7 & 9 
Senator Cuavez. I know you have, but I do not suppose that you 
care to put it in the record, as such, would you ? 
General Barney. Not as such, sir. We will provide a statement 
for the record. 
(The statement referred to appears on p. 433.) 


COLD REGIONS LABORATORY, NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Senator Cuavez. All right. 

General Barney. My third one, sir, is also an engineer item and 
that is the proposed Cold Regions Laboratory which would be built 
on the campus of Dartmouth Univ ersity, New Hampshire. 

The Corps of Engineers has a mission in the field of experimenta- 
tion in the world of cold and things that happen under conditions of 
cold. It is being carried on in various places now, widely scattered 
in the United States, most of them improvised. 

In fact, one of them was a garage once, I believe. The Corps of 
Engineers strongly desires and the Department of Army supports 
pulling this together in one laboratory installation which would be 
located at Dartmouth U niversity, which, incidentally, I understand, 
has probably the finest library of material about the Arctic and cold 
located in America 

Coming from New England I know it gets cold up there occasion- 
ally, too. 

The dollars for this are $3,787,000. However, sir, we are only ask- 
ing for $1.3 million. The rest had been appropriated in previous years. 











MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 185 


Senator Cuavez. Out of the $3.8 million plus, you have all but 
about a million ? 

General Barney. That is right, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. You are asking for a million to complete the job? 

General Barney. We have never started the job. As we proceed 
with our design we found that our original appropriation would not 
cover it and it is now completely designed. 

We are anxious to go forward. 


FINALIZATION OF COLD REGIONS LABORATORY PLANS 


Senator Briers. Mr. Chairman, because of some rather disturbing 
language in the House report on a particular item in this bill, I would 
like to ask a few questions of General Barney or his staff in regard to 
the item of $1.2 million proposed in this bill to be added to the sum 
appropriated last year for the complete funding of the Cold Regions 
Laboratory, to be situated in connection with Dartmouth ¢ ‘ollege in 
New Hampshire. I think the matter could stand some clarification 
because the House impression, as evidenced by the language in their 
report, is quite different from what I had been given to understand. 

Senator Brioers. Are your plans finalized so that you are ready to 
proceed in the usual course toward the construction of this facility ? 

General Barney. Yes, they are ready to give to prospective contrac- 
tors; ready to bid. 

Senator Brinces. When would you be able to go ahead and advertise 
for bids? 

General Barney. Assoon as the funds are available. 


VALIDITY OF ESTIMATE 


Senator Bripces. I would like to inquire in regard to the validity of 
your present estimate in view of the fact that the House was critics al of 
the fact that your estimate, on which last year’s appropriation was 
based, was somewhat wide of the mark. 

General Barney. The detailed plans having been prepared have 
permitted the most detailed estimate of which the architect-engineer 
(Burns & Roe) iscapable. It represents the best engineering estimate 
that can be available prior to receiving actual bids. Last year we 
were much less fortunate inasmuch as events forced us to use an ap- 
proximate estimate based upon square feet estimation. 


DECISION ON LOCATION 


Senator Brinces. The House also seemed to feel there was some 
question as to the firmness of the decision on location. What can 
you tell us on that score ¢ 

General Barney. That question, I would like, with your permis- 
sion, to refer to Mr. Philippe. 

Mr. Pritiere. Two surveys were made, one in search of available 
Government-owned facilities in regions of suitable environment, the 
other a search for the most suitable environmental regions for work 
with snow and ice. Five regions were found; of these the heavy 
snowfall region of New England was selected after it had been 
determined that no suitable Government-owned facilities were avail- 
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able in any of these five heavy snowfall regions. New England hav- 
ing been selected, the interests which Dartmouth one had shown 
in northern problems led us to make contact with college officials. 
Dartmouth offered land free and expressed a desire to participate 
further in northern affairs but within the scope of a college and not 
as a management contractor. 

Senator Brivces. Aside from the factors you have mentioned, which 
firmed up your decision to select the Dartmouth site, would you ex- 
pect also that that location would afford ancillary assistance from 
Dartmouth and the Boston area engineering and scientific pool ? 
(See p. 434 for statement regarding this matter.) 


UNIQUE BENEFITS OF DARTMOUTH LOCATION 





Mr. Puimirre. From an engineering and scientific standpoint, Dart- 
mouth offers these unique benefits. I would like to list them cate- 
gorically as follows: 

(a) A college that has declared interest and an active teaching 
and research program in arctic and northern affairs. 

(6) A faculty, many of whom are engaged in northern affairs, a 
few of whom are now employed by the Army as consultants. 

(c) A student body, a part of which we now employ in situations 
needing enthusiastic and partially trained assistance. 

(d) The use of many tracts of land over the State of New Hamp- 
shire and needed for experimentation. 

(e) The most extensive library in the United States on northern 
and polar matters; one of the few in the world. 

The technical pool in the broad Boston region is now being tapped 
and will be tapped further. Contacts or contracts at Harvard, M. I. T., 
Tufts, Yale, and Brown have been or are in force. 


MORALE PROBLEMS DUE TO MAKESHIFT FACILITIES 





Senator Briners. I notice in your reclama reference to the fact that 
the hodge-podge of makeshift facilities presently being used was a 
large contributing factor to morale problems. Can you give us a little 
more detail in this ? 

Mr. Pure. Yes, Senator, I would be glad to. In recent months 
this has become acute. Personnel engaged in the rigors of polar work 
in the summer return to back-alley garages and an abandoned laundry 
building for winter work. Interest and morale has been high in spite 
of this, but the lure of more attractive working conditions has lured 
7 of our 50 highly skilled employees in the past 4 months. 


URGENCY OF RESEARCH WORK 


Senator Brinces. What is the urgency of this type of research? 
What is the order of its priority, if you can tell us? 

Mr. Putirre. We think this type of research is most vital. The 
Arctic is our boundary contiguous with the U.S. S. R. The Soviets 
are developing their northern sea route by sea, with rail backup and 
scores of paved airfields. They have demonstrated an ability to infil- 
trate into the north polar basin by making several hundred landings 
on the ice. To that nation filling or controlling this Arctic void belongs 
a strategic advantage that could well prove vital to our national de- 
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fense. The foundation of our ability to exploit the Arctic to our 
advantage is the research we do on ways and means to construct, move, 
operate, and fight in these regions of snow, ice, and frozen ground. 
In this respect, we have stolen a march on the Russians, an advantage 
we must keep. It is in the upper quarter of our whole priority listing. 


BACKGROUND OF POLAR RESEARCH 


Senator Brincrs. Have lack of adequate facilities hampered you 
in the progress of research ? 

Mr. Puivirre. I would like to answer that question by giving you 

a little historical background on this type of endeavor. ‘This field of 
endeavor started 7 years ago in the United States as a new endeavor. 
We started without sudnidinaten in a catch-as-catch-can manner. Then 
curbed by a general lack of polar interest we now find ourselves bell- 
ringers in an activity of vital importance in the missile age, intimately 
involved in polar routes and the possibility of detection, counter- 
action and launching sites this region represents. Even under these 
circumstances, we captured the lead, but having demonstrated ability 
to exploit, it became more vital to maintain it. To do so requires 
expansion and our facilities are now overloaded. One way or an- 
other, we must provide for an apparent requirement to expand our 
research activities. 

Senator Brivces. In other words, with the present urgency and 
the sharply increase demand for this type of research, the full impact 
of inadequate facilities is just now beginning to be completely felt. 

Mr. Putuirrr. That is right, Senator. 

Senator Brincrs. Would this facility be a duplication of any other 
facility in the armed services ¢ 

Mr. Puitirre. No, Senator. No other facility of this sort exists 
either in the other services or in the United States or Canada; for 
that matter, in the free world. This will be the sole facility for this 
purpose. In this regard, it should be emphasized that this research 
is for the purpose “of developing ways and means, methods and 
techniques based upon physical and structural properties of snow, 
ice and frozen ground to build and operate in the Arctic. This type 
of activity should not be confused with many facilities which do exist 
for testing hardware in artificially created conditions, such as the 

climatic hangars at Eglin Field or natural conditions such as Big 

Delta, Alaska. The work in snow and ice is parallel somewhat to 

| work in soils for highway and airfield pavements, foundations and 
the like. 

Senator Brivces. I want to thank you, General Barney, and you, 

| Mr. Philippe, for the very clear and informative picture you have 

given us in regard to this proposed research facility. 


WORLDWIDE COMMUNICATION STATION ABROAD 


General Barney. Sir, my fourth and last item is one I can’t say very 
much about because it is a classified facility, but it pertains to a world- 
wide communication station in the amount of $4,635,000. 

It would be located in a foreign country. It isa brand new facility. 
It. does not exist now. 
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Its basic mission is to improve the reliability and promptness of our 
major communications for all the services in time of war. 

The House questioned it and asked us to make sure that we could 
not use other services’ facilities. 

We have again checked that, sir, and the situation is the opposite. 
The other services are pressing us so they can use this facility. 

Senator CuHavez. Yes, sir. 

Now, I wish you would make available for the committee all of the 
information with reference to that and we will keep it off the record, 
but the committee would like to have it. 

General Barney. The Navy is very much interested. We will do 
that, sir. 

Sir, that concludes the items I have. 

(The information, being classified, was furnished the committee.) 

(See p. 435 for additional statement regarding this matter.) 

Senator CHavez. Thank you. 

Who is next? 

Senator Surrx. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the general one question ? 

Senator Cuavez. Yes. I beg your pardon. 


LIVING CONDITIONS FOR PERSONNEL 


Senator Surry. General, how does the cut made by the House affeet 
living conditions for personnel in the United States and abroad? 

General Barney. Madam Senator, the House cuts eliminated about 
half the barracks, the modern barracks we are seeking for enlisted men. 

I believe we are seeking around 14,000 spaces of which around 11,000 
are in modern permanent barracks, and 3,000 semi-permanent, about 
8,000 of this total would be eliminated by these cuts of which about 
6,000 are permanent. 

Senator Smiru. What effect is that going to have on reenlistments 
and the general morale of the troops? 

General Barney. It undoubtedly will have some effect, Senator. 
The immediate effect is this number of men continue to live in World 
War II mobilization type barracks, the 2-story wooden frame struc- 
tures which you have seen so many of, until such time as we can get 
new barracks into our program. 

Senator Smirn. Does the budget request include an amount. suffi- 
cent to satisfy the needs as you see them ¢ 

General Barney. This is only an increment that we are seeking. 
The 11,000 permanent type spaces we are seeking is what we feel are 
in order for this year. 

Even if we get the 11,000 back, it does not completely satisfy us. 

Senator Samira. Do you not consider that that is one of the great 
factors in the lack of interest in continuation in the service? 

General Barney. Absolutely. 


RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


Senator Smiru. What about the recreational facilities? Is that 
affected, too? 

General Barney. There weren't very many recreational facilities 
in this bill and I don’t recall that any were cut out, were they ¢ 

I am informed we had very limited requests for recreational fa- 
cilities. 
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Incidentally, for instance, there were no swimming pools. There 
were no officers’ clubs. I feel, Senator, that we have to move more 
heavily in the future in what we call the morale-support area—chapels, 
NCO clubs, messes, and that kind of thing. 

We intend to put more emphasis on that in future years. 

We are not keeping up with our own program desires there. 

Senator Smirn. What is the situation in shopping areas, for in- 
stance, in more remote areas ? 


COMMISSARIES AT FORT ORD AND WHITE SANDS 


General Barney. Some of them are very critical and there are at 
least 2 in this bill, 1 at Ford Ord and 1 at White Sands, where we 
are asking for a commissary in each case. 

We have commissaries. They are all too often in ancient buildings 
and badly overlooked with respect to workload, with respect to fa- 
cilities requiring long waits to check out, and they are just not suitable 
for the work they are doing. 

I am sure no chainstore would think of operating in one of those 
structures under that situation. 

Senator Smiru. Mr. Chairman, we talk a great deal about economy. 
It seems to me that this is the wrong approach to anywhere near 
coming to the place where we think we are economical. 

Thank you very much, General. 

Senator Cuavez. Are there any further questions of General 
Barney ? 

Senator Cuavez. General Seeman, Chief of the Construction Divi- 
sion, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics. 


Reserve Forces ProGram 


STATEMENTS OF BRIG. GEN. L. E. SEEMAN, CHIEF, CONSTRUCTION 
DIVISION, OFFICE, DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS; MAJ. 
GEN. D. W. TRAUB, DIRECTOR OF ARMY BUDGET, OFFICE OF THE 
COMPTROLLER OF THE ARMY; MAJ. GEN. D. W. McGOWAN, CHIEF, 
ARMY DIVISION, NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU; AND MAJ. GEN. 
RALPH A. PALLADINO, CHIEF, ARMY RESERVE AND ROTC 
AFFAIRS 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


General Seeman. I am General Seeman, Chief of the Construction 
Division of the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, to 
present the Reserve Forces program. 

I have a short prepared statement. If it please the committee, I 
would like to go ahead on that. 

Senator Cuavez. Yes, sir. 

General SremMan. I propose to make this presentation in the fol- 
lowing manner: 

First, to describe how the Army establishes the requirements for 
construction necessary for the administration and training of the 
Reserve components. 
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Second, to give an accounting of the $244 million appropriated to 
the Army under the authorization of Public Law 7 83, 8lst Congress, 
as amended, 

Third, to "analyze our future construction requirements as we now 
know them, and 

Fourth, to cover joint utilization of facilities by the several Reserve 
components. 


LONG-RANGE REQUIREMENTS FOR FACILITIES 


The long-range requirements for facilities are derived from the 
Reserve components troop program which, in turn, is based on troop 
strengths approved by the Secretary of Defense and on plans for 
fighting future wars, as approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This 
troop program is a-listing of National Guard and Army Reserve 
units which the Army will mobilize in event of an emergency. The 
Department of Defense has given the Army revised long-range paid 
drill strengths for use in the development of long-range plans and 
programe in st ppont of the Reserve components. 

These revised troop strengths are well below those previously used 
and will affect our long-range facilities requirements. Although the 
revised troop structure was approved by the Secretary of the “Army 
on July 8, 1958, it will be several months before a complete imple- 
menting plan, to include a stationing list based on the new troop dis- 
tribution, can be developed. The Army, however, plans to utilize all 
adequate facilities, either existing or programed, under the revised 
troop structure. This policy is clearly outlined in the plan for reor- 
ganization of the Reserve components of the United States Army 
which is the Army Staff’s instruction to field agencies for imple- 
menting the revised troop structure ; the plan states— 
consistent with other governing considerations, implementation of this plan 


envisages that. existent and programed facilities will be utilized to the maximum 
by the Reserve components. 


DETERMINATION OF CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS 


Construction requirements for the Army Reserves are determined 
as follows: 

There is a little difference between the way the Reserves are set up 
and the way the Guard is set up. The Army Reserve units are allo- 
cated to the Army commanders who in turn station these units in 
towns and cities, where they establish that there will be sufficient 
numbers of participating reservists to fill the units to authorized 
strengths. Based on facilities policies, construction standards, and 
space criteria published by Department of the Army, the Army com- 
manders survey their facility requirements and develop plans for the 
stationing and housing of the Army Reserve units. 

The construction requirements for the National Guard are com- 
puted in a different manner. The Army does not. assign National 
Guard units to the States. The units are offered by the Army and 
accepted by the States. In accepting, the States must consider their 
capability to man, house, and train the offered units. 

Standard designs have been prepared by the Army for those loca- 
tions where new construction is required. These designs, including 
space criteria and construction standards, have been reviewed and 
accepted by the Department of Defense and the Bureau of the Budget. 
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The States are not required to adhere to these designs. However, 
Federal contributions to the States for National Guard facilities are 
based on approved space criteria and construction standards. Where 
the States exceed these standard designs, they pay 100 percent of that 
additional cost. 

In addition to armories, standard designs have also been prepared 
for nonarmory support facilities, including storage, administrative, 
maintenance, and outdoor training facilities; these supplementals are 
funded 100 percent federally. 


FXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS 


To speak a little bit about our program last year, expenditure limi- 
tations imposed on the Army for fiscal year 1958 and fiscal year 1959 
made it necessary to reduce the fiscal year 1958 program from the $55 
million level approved by the Congress. Although there has now 
been a relaxation of these expenditure controls, the Army budget has 
not permitted any new obligation authority in the fiscal year 1959 
budget now under consideration. 

Senator Cuavez. I do not quite understand that. If we make the 
money available why does the Army budget preclude the expansion ? 


CARRYOVER FUNDS 


General Seeman. Our present plan in the Reserve Forces program 
is to go into 1959 on carryover funds from fiscal 1958. 

Senator Smirn. Mr. Chairman. 

In other words, if you do not use the money this year for construc- 
tion it is held over until next year? It does not go back to the 
Treasury ? 

General Sepman. Yes, Mr. Chairman. These are no-year funds. 

Senator Cuavez. But you do not use it for any other purpose but 
that ? 

General Seeman. No, sir. We submit it in the funding plan just 
like the regular MCA program. 

Senator Smiru. There is not any transfer authority in that? 

General SEEMAN. Not at present. 

Senator Cuavez. Let us keep it that way. 

General Seeman. The fiscal year 1958 program, according to pre- 
liminary year-end figures, resulted in $38.1 million of direct. obliga- 
tions ($15.9 million for Army National Guard and $22.2 million for 
Army Reserve). 

The carryover of funds into fiscal year 1959 of $45 million will be 
utilized to accomplish a $40 million program in fiscal year 1959. The 
Army is confident that all of the facilities projects to be accomplished 
under continuation of the authority of Public Law 783, 81st Congress, 
as amended, are valid long-range requirements for the reorganized 
Reserve components. The funds available for the 2 fiscal years 1958 
and 1959 break down as follow. 

There is a table here, Mr. Chairman, which will be included in the 
record, and the figures substantiate what I have given you in narrative 
form. 

(The table referred to follows :) 
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tone of doll ars] 


National Guard 


OW Ole ae ey Lal ee eee | MCARF 
| USAR Total 
Armory | Nonarmory Total 
Carryover from fiseal year 1957_____.......-- 6.3 | 6.1 12.4 15.7 28. 1 
Appropriation fiscal year 1958 - - -_- catiieaal 17.0 | 3.0 20.0 35.0 55.0 
Total funds available. ...............-- 23.3 | 9.1 | 32. 4 50.7 | 83.1 
Direct obligations, fiscal year 1958 (fl ash esti- | 
mate at end of fiscal year) oe 13.2 2.7 15.9 22.2 | 38.1 
Total___- is Seu dos 10.1 6.4 16.5 28. 5 | 45.0 
Transfer of funds-_-_-_-_---- od oe 3.5 —3.5 | 0 Oo | 0 
Funds available in fiscal year 1959-___- 13.6 | 2.9 16. 5 28.5 | 45.0 
Direct obligations, fiscal year 1959____.._.._- 13.0 | 2.0 | 15.0 25.0 40.0 
Carryover into fiscal year 1960__.._____| 6 | 9 | 1.5 | 3.5 5.0 


TOTAL FACILITIES IN PROGRAM 


General Seeman. Of the $244 million so far appropriated by the 
Congress for the Reserve progr: am authorized by Public Law 783, as 
amended, $83 million is accounted for in the above table; the funds al- 
ready obligated, $161 million, were utilized during the peered fiscal 
years 1951-57 to construct 932 National Guard armories, 206 Na- 
tional Guard nonarmory projects, and 180 Reserve centers. 

Senator Cuavez. You are listing the locations of the National 
Guard armories to be included ¢ 

General Seeman. Yes, sir; we have submitted lists to the commit- 
tee covering both the Reserve Force and the National Guard, which 
cover the program which we now envisage. 

(The lists referred to follow :) 
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NO REQUEST FOR NEW FUNDS 


Senator Stennis. I want to ask some questions on that subject. Is 
this a proper time? 

Senator Cuavez. Yes, it is. 

Senator Stennis. General Seeman and General McGowan will both 
be questioned on it. 

General Skreman. General McGowan and General Polladino of the 
Reserves are both here, sir. 

Senator Srennis. I think we can get some overall figures just 
taking this testimony as a starting point. May I proceed now? 

Senator Cuavez. Yes, you may. 

Senator Stennis. General, one of your basic facts is that you are 
not asking for any so-c: alled new money this year for the Army 
Reserve and the Army National Guard, is that correct ? 

General Seeman. That is correct, sir. 


CONSTRUCTION FROM CARRYOVER FUNDS 


Senator Srennis. So whatever construction you do in this field 
within the present fiscal year will have to come from this money that 
is now on hand? 

General SkEeEMAN. Yes, sir. 


ADDITIONS TO PROGRAM 


Senator Stennis. With that as a starting point, you know that the 
recent military construction bill approved by the House and the 
Senate did make certain additions to this Army Reserve and Army 
National Guard armory program. You know about that? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. I believe it was, roughly, $28.3 million 
of new authorization added, sir. 

Senator Stennis. We have to check those figures pretty closely, but 
I think $28 million is right; $23 million of this $28 million that you 
mention in round numbers is for the Army National Guard and $5 
million of it is for the Army Reserve. 

General Seeman. I believe that is correct. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT OUTSIDE BUDGET 


Senator Srennis. To bring it right down to that point, I am going 
to propose an amendment here of some figure for additional con- 
struction for these two items that we just mentioned, Army Reserve 
and Army National Guard. I know that is outside the budget as 
presented now, but it is a program that the Army could well take 
care of and move into; isn’t that correct / 

General SreMAN. Yes, sir; we have unfulfilled needs. The carry- 
over from previous authorizations amounted to around $64 million 
or $65 million; to that there is an amount, if the action of the present 
Congress is sustained, bringing the total authorized program to $95 
million in round numbers. 

Senator Srennis. I do not think that I will propose that that much 
additional money be appropriated, but some additional program 
should be inaugurated for this fiscal year; don’t you think so? 
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General Seeman. There is a wide gap between our available carry- 
over funds of $45 million and that total need there. Yes, sir. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION FUNDS AVAILABLE 


Senator Stennis. Do you know the number of millions of dollars 
that are available in State and otherwise local funds throughout the 
Nation for their local contribution on this armory question ? 

General Seeman. I believe I recall the testimony before the Armed 
Services Committee that the States indicated that they had around 
$35 million of matching funds available. 

Senator Stennis. I think you are correct. There is $35 million 
lying on the shelf there now ready to be used in matching Federal 
funds made available; isn’t that correct ? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. That is the Guard program. 


MATERIAL AND FACILITIES SHORTAGE 


Senator Stennis. Throughout the Nation, in your Army Reserve 
and your National Guard Armory program, you have a material 
shortage and a lack of fac ilities along this line; do you not ? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. Even with the authorized figures that 
we have, there is still an unfulfilled need, according to our planning 
figures. Until we have an exact station list, however, we have sort 
of a weak case to go beyond what is authorized. 

Senator Stennis. You are going through some reorganization 
changes now, it is true, but, nev ertheless, when you speak of this money 
that you could use, the $28 million, you could certainly use that much 
without running into your reorganization plans? 

General Seeman. It doesn’t come near what the ultimate require- 
ments are. 

Senator Stennis. We want to make that clear. Another point: 
Lest this situation be misunderstood, all these lists in this bill for new 
armories for the Army National Guard were all prepared at the State 
level by the State adjutants general and the Army and came up to 
us as such ? 

General SremMAN. Yes, sir. General McGowan’s office works very 
closely with the State agencies. 

Senator Srennis. Congress is not trying to occupy the field that 
has ordinarily been taken care of by letting the States make up those 
priority lists? 

General Sreman. No, sir. 

Senator Stennis. I think that is all. We will get into it further 
with General McGowan, and we can take that up now from his stand- 
point, or let the gentleman proceed. 

Senator Ropertson. I would like to hear General MeGowan’s 
testimony on that. 

Senator CHavez. Had you anything further? 

General Seeman. I had a slight paragraph more to build up the 
figures which Senator Stennis mentioned. 

Senator Stennis. Yes, if you will. 


NATIONAL GUARD ARMORIES REQUIREMENT 


General Seeman. The current long-range requirement for National 
Guard Armories is 2,250, of which 1,100 armories have been con- 
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structed or programed with available funds, and 916 adequate, State- 
constructed armories are available. This leaves a deficit of approxi- 
mately 234 armories to be constructed after fiscal year 1959. Of 
course, this may change as we complete our complete stationing list 
in accordance with the pentomiec concept. 


ARMY RESERVE REQUIREMENT 


For the Army Reserve, the estimated long-range requirement is for 
1,800 Reserve centers, against which 385 centers have been constructed 
or programed and another 332 centers are provided in adequate, leased, 
and donated facilities, mee a deficit of 1,083 Reserve centers to 
be provided after fiscal year 1959. It is estimated that the National 
Guard will require $52 stilton 4 in future appropriations to complete 
all facilities requirements, and the Army Reserve will require $235 
million in future appropriations. This ties with the point that Sen- 
ator Stennis made so well a few minutes ago. 

Additional authorizing legislation passed by the present Congress 
has resulted in new authority for both the National Guard and the 
Army Reserve; the amount of this authorization is still within the 
overall requirements given in the previous paragraph ; however, fund- 


ing of the new authorization is beyond the Army’s current budget 
capability. 


JOINT UTILIZATION 


Turning now to the matter of joint utilization, Department of the 
Army policies require that maximum use be made of all existing 
facilities, including those of the other Reserve components, before 
new construction will be requested. 

This applies to not only within the Army Reserve components, but 
other services, Navy and Air Force. If they have a unit in the same 
area, that matter of joint utilization must be tied down. Each new 
project is examined at the local, State, Zone of the Interior Army, 
and departmental level to see if there are, in fact, any existing fa- 
cilities that could be used, or if the proposed project could be con- 
solidated with one of the other Reserve components. The final review 
is made by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense ( Properties 
and Installations). 

Of the 932 National Guard armories completed or under con- 
struction as of June 30, 1957, only 279 locations have any joint utiliza- 
tion possibility and, of those, 121, or 44 percent, are either used 
jointly or provide for future joint use, as the units become manned. 

For the Army Reserve, of the 180 Reserve centers completed or 
under construction as of June 30, 1957, 116 locations have joint- 
utilization possibilities and, of those, 29, or 25 percent, are either 
used jointly or provide for future joint use. 

That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman. General McGowan, 
head of the Army guard section of the National Guard Bureau, and 
General Palladino are here. 

Senator Cuavez. Any questions ¢ 

Senator Stennis. I think General Seeman has made a very com- 
plete statement on that subject, but, in addition thereto, Biearal 
McGowan is charged with a special responsibility i im connection with 


this National Guard part of the program, and I would like to ask 
him iust « few questions. 
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Senator Cuavez. May I just say, do you have any more questions? 
Senator Ropertson. No. 


Senator CHavez. Do you have any more? 
Senator Sir. I have one request to make before they have fin- 


ished, but I would just as soon wait until after Senator Stennis com- 
pletes his questions. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


General McGowan. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement, 
but I could summarize that and save the committee’s time. 


Senator Cuavez. We will insert the statement in the record, and you 
may summarize it. 


(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY Mas. Gen. D. W. McGowan, CHieF, ARMy Division, NATIONAL 
GUARD BUREAU, ON MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY RESERVE FORCES 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, I welcome the opportunity to report on the scope 
of the National Guard construction program, the construction progress to date, 
and future requirements, by projects and by dollar requirements for armories 
and other facilities. I would, first, like to cover the armory requirement. I 


have several charts that I will use to illustrate our armory-construction pro- 
gram. 


Chart No. 1. 

This chart shows the number of units and strengths of the National Guard 
prior to World War II, and compares them with the number of units and 
strengths programed for June 30, 1958. The growth depicted on this chart was 
the factor which necessitated a federally supported National Guard armory con- 
struction program. The bars on the left reflect the 80 percent increase in the 
number of units, and the bars on the right show the 100 percent increase in 
strength. 

Maj. Gen. Kenneth F. Cramer, then Chief, National Guard Bureau, stated in 
testimony before the Senate subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Services 
on March 23, 1949, that, in surveying existing State-owned armories, approxi- 
mately 1,000 were then considered adequate, and 500 more required rehabilita- 
tion and expansion. About 1,500 new armories were required to be built in a 
future armory-construction program, bringing the estimated total armory re- 
quirement to approximately 3,000 structures. 

Chart No. 2 

Further studies incident to a federally supported armory construction pro- 
gram resulted in only slight modification of the initial requirement established 
by the early surveys. Accordingly, 2,780 was set as the total armory require- 
ment. Since that time, units have increased by 750, located in 400 additional 
communities. Today’s units are found in 2,600 small communities throughout 
the Nation and only to a limited degree in the large cities. Nine hundred and 
sixteen of the existing State-owned armories were considered adequate, leaving 
1,864 armories to be expanded or constructed as shown in blue on this chart. 

Chart No. 3. 

As of June 30, 1958, the 1,050 armories shown in red were constructed or 
placed under contract. 

The deficit of 814 yet to be constructed from fiscal 1959 forward, is shown in 
hatched red. 

Cover. 

Armory appropriations of $17 million for fiscal 1958 brought the total armory 
appropriation, fiscal 1952 through fiscal 1958, to $109 million. A transfer of $6 
million from nonarmory to the armory program in fiseal 1957 increased this 
availability to $115 million. Obligations through fiscal 1958 of $104.8 million 
will leave an unobligated balance in fiscal 1958 of $10.2 million to carry over 
into fiscal 1959. 

Chart No. 4. 

One hundred and thirty-four million dollars remains to be appropriated by the 
Congress to complete the armory construction requirement. 

This chart shows in blue the estimated Federal contribution of $249 million 
to meet the construction costs of the 1952 armory requirement. The gray bar 
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shows that appropriations by the Congress to include fiscal 1958, and transfer 
of funds, total $115 million. The red bar shows the remaining requirement 
of $134 million yet to be appropriated. 

Chart No. 5. 

This next chart graphically portrays armory construction obligations from 
fiscal 1953 through fiscal 1959 elles the provisions of the National Defense 
Faciilties Act of 1950, as amended. Actual obligations are shown in blue and 


estimated obligations in red. The fiscal 1959 bar shows estimated obligations 
of $13 million. 


Obligations have progressed from a low of $6 million in fiscal 1953 to highs of 
$26.2 million in fiscal 1956, and $26.7 million for fiscal 1957. 

The budget request does not provide for new obligation authority, but does 
provide for $13 million obligation authority from fiscal 1958 carryover funds, 
to construct 74 new armories and to provide for 23 additions to existing armories 
in fiscal 1959. Since only $10.1 million carryover funds are available from 
fiscal 1958 into fiscal 1959 for armory projects, $3.5 million will be transferred 
from nonarmory to armory projects. This will support an additional $2.5 million 
obligation authority, and provide a carryover of $0.6 million to fiscal 1960, 


The nonarmory program includes construction and rehabilitation of logistical 
and training facilities. 


The appropriation for fiscal 1958 nonarmory projects was $3 million. Also 
available was a carryover of $6.1 million from fiscal 1957, for a total availability 
of $9.1 million in fiscal 1958. Obligations in fiscal 1958 for 25 projects was $2.7 
million. This will leave an unobligated balance in the nonarmory program of 
$6.4 million to carry over into fiscal 1959. Three and one-half million dollars 
will be transferred to support armory construction, leaving an availability of 
$2.9 million for fiscal 1959. The fiscal 1959 request does not include new obliga- 
tion authority for nonarmory projects. There is a remaining $2 million obligation 
authority for the construction of 21 nonarmory projects out of the $2.9 million 


from the fiscal 1958 carryover. The remaining $0.9 million will carry over into 
fiscal 1960. 


REMAINING ARMORIES TO BE CONSTRUCTED 


General McGowan. Our third chart shows, as General Seeman 
indicated, that by June 30 of his year slightly more than a thousand 
armories, 1,050 armories, were constructed or placed under contract, 
and on the right we show a deficit of 814 remaining to be constructed. 
We have no difference with the figures General “Seeman gave you, 
sir, because, as the gentlemen know, there is a difference of opinion 
which has not been resolved as to the ultimate strength and number of 
units to be retained in the guard. 

General Seeman’s figures are sound from the reduction standpoint. 

The next chart will show that in dollars $134 million of appropria- 
tions are still needed to complete the Army construction requirement. 
In blue is the estimated original cost of all the National Guard Armory 
construction requirements, and in gray the $115 million which were 
appropriated including fiseal 1958 and, as has been brought out, the 
matching funds are on hand in the States to meet the entire armory 
deficit. 

The next chart will show our performance, which I am sure the 
a is most interested in. Fiscal 1953 through fiscal 1958 we re- 

gard as the steady buildup in our construction ability out in the States 
anid, as you will note, 1958, as brought out by General Seeman, is ap- 
proximately half of our demonstrated capability due to expenditure 
limitations, and 1959, as also brought out, is limited to about the same 
figure because no new appropriations were requested. 

We will have about a million dollars to carry forward into the fiscal 
1960 left over. That concludes a summary of where I think we are 
today, sir. 


»9525—_58———_16 
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EFFECT OF NOT APPROPRIATING NEW FUNDS 


Senator Srennis. If I may ask this one question, Mr. Chairman, 
about the summary there, General McGowan, unless you do get addi- 
tional funds for construction of your Army National Guard program 
for the current fiscal year, you will just have a very distinct and defi- 
nite slowdown, will you not, and you will not be able to go forward as 
you planned at all? 

General McGowan. Yes, sir; that is right. In fiscal 1959 we would 
be limited to less than half the States demonstrated capability to obli- 
gate these funds. 

MATCHING FUNDS AVAILABLE 


Senator Stennis. This $34 million available from the States is ap- 
proximately correct according to your records. 

General McGowan. That is what they had in the third quarter of 
this year and, of course, as you know, some of that has been ae ~~ 
match construction we did in the last quarter. It is in excess of $ 
million at this very moment. 

Senator Stennis. Another point to make clear here is unless the lo- 
‘al contribution comes in, unless it is a joint enterprise, you just do not 
build the armories do you? 

General McGowan. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Stennis. So it is always a joint undertaking from that 
standpoint. 

EFFECT OF EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS 


General McGowan. Yes. From the viewpoints of the States it 
was tragic that we ran into expenditure limitations of necessity in fis- 
cal 1958 because that was the year when the States had resolved their 
difficulties on producing the matching funds in most cases and were 
ready to go full steam, and in 1959 and 1958 the operation is about at 
00 percent. 

Senator Srennis. Sometimes it is a local bond issue that decides the 
local funds, or sometimes the State appropriations, or county appro- 
priation ? 

General McGowan. Senator Case brought that point up, sir, in the 
hearing on the extension of the Reserve Forces Facilities Act whereby 
bonds have been sold and the interest charges continue to be carried 
by the local county, but the construction of the armory has not been 
brought about. 

Senator Srennts. That istrue. That isthe situation in many cases; 
is it not? 

General McGowan. Yes, sir. 


OBLIGATING CAPABILITY 


Senator Srennis. Twenty-three million dollars in round numbers 
added to what you have left over already would put you back on the 


track in your construction program or matching program with the 
local authorities ? 


General McGowan. If we are permitted to obligate that money in 
fiscal 1959 it is my considered judgment, sir, after working on this 


progr am for 3 years in the Bureau, that this represents about the 1959 
capability of the States to obligate what we have. 
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Senator Srennis. Here is what I think is an important question. 
General Seeman covered it, but I want you to cover it, too, because 
we may meet this argument ‘later. 

With respect. to the figures I have been talking about now and what 
you have now, the $23 million extra are well within the pattern before 
there is any change due to reorganization? In other words, with this 
pentomic concept, whatever it does toward bringing about changes, 
you will still have need for this $23 million as a minimum; will you 
not ? 

General McGowan. I could say most certainly that is so, but I 
would like to expand on that, if I might, Senator. 

Senator Stennis. All right, I wish you would. Make the record 
thorough. 

BUDGET BUREAU POLICY 


General McGowan. There was not a single armory project con- 
structed or placed under contract in fiscal 1958 which was not most 
carefully scrutinized with respect to the size of the unit, the strength 
actually on board, the population to support it in the future, and it was 
backed up by a statement from each State concerned, this by arrange- 
ment with the Bureau of the Budget, which is acceptable to them, that 
no project would be placed under contract unless the State certified 
that even though there were 30 percent reduction in the number of 
company-size wnits in the Guard, the unit would be required and would 
continue to be maintained in that community and, therefore, the 
facility was required. 

With respect to fiscal 1959, an even more stringent requirement will 
be placed on the State to certify that the facility will be required and 
will be valid, even on the basis of the present troop basis we have 
offered te each State which, as the Senator knows, is not acceptable to 
the States. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 

General McGowan. In fact, the action of the Congress will pro 
duce a larger guard than the program we have tendered them, so that 


we have never had a more carefully screened nor a more valid armory- 
construction list, sir. 


SUMMARY OF NEED FOR FUNDS 


Senator Stennis. Is thisa fair summary, then: 

Assuming all reductions and assuming all changes that minimize 
the numbers involved of troops and different units, you still have need 
for this figure that we have mentioned, the $23 million, and even more 
than that; is that correct ¢ 

General McGowan. I am personally and officially convinced that 
we have need for every project that you are referring to. 

Senator Stennis. May I put one more question to you? 

The figure we have used of $23 million pertains solely to the Army 
National Guard armories ? 

General McGowan. That is correct. 


AIR NATIONAL GUARD 


Senator Srennis. The Air National Guard is a separate item? 
General Mc Gow AN. Yes, sir; that is correct. 


Senator Stennis. And there is some money requested in the bill for 
Air National Guard; is that right ? 
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General McGowan. That is also correct. 
General Seeman. That is true. The Air and the Navy have some 
small new obligation money requested. 


ORIGINATION OF PROGRAM AT STATE LEVEL 


Senator Srennts. I want the record to reflect that all of these or- 

ganizations for the Army that you approve, General McGowan, or that 
the C ongress approves, first originate at the State level and had the 
appro al of the State adjuts unt general; is that correct ¢ 

Genes ‘al McGowan. That is correct, sir, and the list is made up from 
the list furnished by the adjutant general and then we screen those 
lists to assure that all requirements are met, sir. 

Senator Srennis. Of course you screen them, but they originate 
there. 

General McGowan. They are a State requirement; yes, sir. 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, I thank you. 

Senator Rozerrson. Mr. Chairman, just one question. 

General, you have indicated to our distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi, who is interested in this primarily because he is chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Military Construction of the Armed Services 
Committee, that if available you could use for National Guard con- 
struction in the current fiscal year an additional $23 million. 

General McGowan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Roserrson. I believe you have indicated that the States 
have indicated a matching power of four times that much. 

General McGowan. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Roperrson. Neither you nor General Seeman have asked 
us to restore anything beyond what the Secretary of Defense author- 
ized you to testify to! , 

General McGowan. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Rorertson. However, I want to ask this for our informa- 
tion, and I think it is appropriate to show on the record: Isn’t it true 
that both you and General Seeman if you had been able to carry 
forward your personal views would have approved and did request 
$20 million in the budget for National Guard armories and that 
request was approved by the Secretary of the Army and presented 
to the Secretary of Defense, but probably on the grounds of economy 
or some other allied grounds it was not included in the present budget 
request ? 

BUDGET PROCEDURE 


General Seeman. Our original request as it went through this 
process of forming the budget, sir, our original request for both 
Reserve components, was a $55 million program for fiscal 1959, 
broken down into $35 million for the Reserve and $20 million for the 
guard, sir, and that is a good point that you have made, that if 
additional funds are provided, this is not approved by the Depart- 
ment of Defense and the Bureau of the Budget. 

It is outside of our current budget. 

Senator Roperrson. Then I am correct that you did submit a re- 
quest for $20 million additional for the National Guard? 

General McGowan. For the Guard; ves, sir. 

Senator Rogerrson. Was that approved by the Secretary of ¢ 
Army ? 

General McGowan. By the Secretary of the Army; yes, sir. 
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Senator Rorerrson. Then it went from the Army to the Defense 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff and there where it became necessary to 
consider all the requests this $20 million lost out ? 

General McGowan. Yes. sir. That is one of the problems. 

Senator Rozertson. That is right. 

Senator Smrru. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator CuAvez. Senator Smith. 


STATEMENT OF PROCEDURE 


Senator Smiru. I do not know whether General Seeman or General 
McGowan or someone else from the Department would give me what 
I am asking for, but always so many requests and arguments develop 
over this building program, the armory program and the Reserve 
center program. I would like to ask for the record that a statement 
as brief as possible and as clear as possible be given this committee 
for the printed record as to the exact procedure. 

You have given Senator Stennis most of it, but I think we should 
have it all in one statement, the exact procedure, the part that the 
Federal Government plays, the part that the State plays, especially the 
adjutant general and the part that the local guard or Reserve play. 

I am thinking of both National Guard and the Reserve training 
centers, if you please. I think that would be very important, Mr. 
Chairman, and [ am sure it would help me and help many others to 
better understand how much depends on the adjutant general, espe- 
cially in the National Guard. 

Senator Srennis. It will help all of us and it should be kept 
clearly before the public all the time, too. 

Senator Smiru. Yes. If we could get a statement that we could 
use and follow through on, because there are so many arguments on 
it, I think it would be helpful. 

General Seeman. Yes; we will do that. 

(The information referred to appears on p. 435.) 


JOINT UTILIZATION 


Senator Smiru. I would like to ask one other question: You spoke 
of joint utilization in the Reserve centers and the armories. I under- 
stand armories were included under joint utilization. 

General McGowan. Yes. 

Senator Smiru. Is there full cooperation in this effort ? 

General Sreman. Yes, ma’am. 

Senator Smirx. On the part of all the services? 

General Sreman. I have never seen any case where there has not 
been full cooperation. As a matter of fact, when people seek a roof 
to put over their heads they try to get together. 

Senator Cuavez. They either go to the Army Guard or the Reserve. 

General SreMAn. Yes, sir. 


DELAYING TACTICS 


Senator Smirn. I think General McGowan stated, “If permitted to 
use the funds.” I presume you meant if the authorization goes through, 
and the procedure were followed, or did you mean that there is some 
withholding of funds or some delaying tactic ? 
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General McGowan. I would like to say that we have experienced no 
delaying tactic this year, Senator Smith, but I suppose that is one of 
those saving clauses we all use, that if it is within the financial pro- 
gram of the administration and of the Department of Defense we 
could obligate the funds prospectively mentioned by Senator Stennis 
and which we now carry over from fiscal 1958. 

Senator Smrru. In your statement you will be sure to so include 
in the procedure the part that the Defense Department plays, where 
the approval is obtained, where the final decision is made, and the time 
that is required to come to a decision after the first move is made? 

General McGowan. Yes. 

Senator Smrru. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 


BUDGETARY RESTRICTIONS 


Senator Cuavez. Let me see if I understand the Senator from 
Maine’s request. If we give you the money that you are asking that 
this committee put back in the bill could that be tied up in any way, 
shape, or form ? 

General McGowan. Oh, it could be tied up, sir, but based on the 
budgetary action taken with the funds we carried forward into this 
year they were promptly apportioned to us. I would not anticipate 
any difficulties of that type. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Knowland. 

Senator Knowtanp. No questions at this time. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Young? 

Senator Youne. No questions. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Thye? 

Senator Tuyr. No, Mr. Chairman, I have no questions at this time. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Clark is here and has a short statement. 


CARLISLE BARRACKS, PA. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH S. CLARK, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


LAND ACQUISITION FOR ARMY WAR COLLEGE 


Senator CrarKk. I am very grateful to the Senator from New Mexi- 
co. Shall I proceed from here, Senator? 

Senator CHavez. Yes. 

Senator Ciark. I am here very briefly, Senator, to urge appropria- 
tion for Carlisle Barracks in Pennsylvania. My good friend from 
Mississippi will recognize that we had a colloquy on the floor with 
respect to this matter when the authorization bill was before the 
Senate a few daysago. It is my understanding that my distinguished 
senior colleague, Senator Martin, has already appeared before this 
subcommittee. 

Senator Cuavez. He submitted a letter and we questioned the Army 
yesterday very carefully on that. 

Senator Crarx. And I hope very much that it will be possible to 
get the amounts requested by the Army, first, for the approximately 
50 acres of ground which are pretty badly needed to round out the 
approach to this Army war college property, which, I think as the 
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committee knows, is the oldest military post in the United States of 
America. 


Senator Roserrson. The testimony was it has been ay, since 
1776. That is about the time we started out being independent. 

Senator Crark. That is about right, Senator, and in later days, and 
perhaps in later vein, Carlisle is where Jim Thorpe came from and 
this Army war college is fairly close to that little bit of our athletic 
history. 

However, in addition to the 50 acres to round out the property, and 
I think if the Senators had been there they would appreciate the ne- 
cessity for getting this extra property there so that we can have a 
really decent appearing installation—it is really somewhat overdue— 
is this problem of the hospital, and when the matter was on the floor 
of the Senate my friend from Mississippi had in mind that there was 
a problem here with respect to the medicare program and I think I 
asked him when I saw him again in the Appropriations Committee 
that his eye be kindly and not steely when we asked for this appropri- 
ation. If the Senator would permit me, I would like to offer for the 
record the detailed justification for the hospital which appears on page 
625 of the hearings on the authorization bill, of which I have a copy 
and can leave with the stenographer to put in the record. 

Senator Cuavez. Yes, sir. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


Detailed justification follows: 

Hospital, 50 to 100 bed, 50,000 square feet ($1,920,000) : The present hospital 
serving this installation is a collection of buildings which have been erected over 
the past 48 years. The permanent part of this plant was built in 1908 and con- 
tains 14,770 square feet. With the event of World War II, it was necessary to 
expand this hospital by the construction of mobilization-type structures. As a 
result, a very inefficient hospital plant evolved, with administrative offices, 
obstetrical, outpatient, and laboratory facilities in the permanent building. Bed 
space, dining facilities, X-ray, surgery, and the dental clinic are in one-story 
wood buildings of mobilization design sited across a main highway. Supply and 
service facilities are housed in wood buildings located approximately one-half 
mile from the remainder of the hospital. The dispersion of the various hospital 
elements throughout the buildings noted above, is contributory to the inefficiency 
of this hospital plant. The permanent two-story building has outlived its useful 
life, in that electrical, plumbing, and mechanical systems were not designed for 
present-day load or service. Over 48 years, the requirements for various scien- 
tific or professional equipment has changed and this building was not designed 
for this equipment. As a result, many deficiencies in space or facility exists. 
Also, methods and procedures used in medical treatments have changed over the 
period of life of this building. This creates many problems and inefficiencies. 

The wood temporary buildings have long outlived their expected useful life. 
They were designed for mobilization use and do not have the finishes, appurte- 
nances, or structural stability characteristic for long-range utilization. Also, 
these buildings are combustible and constitute a fire hazard. 

The permanent building is separated from the temporary structures by a 
heavily traveled main highway. The buildings where patients are housed are 
located less than 40 yards from a main line of a railroad which has considerable 
freight traffic, thus creating a noise level that is highly detrimental to patients. 
Also, the cleanliness of the hospital due to fly ash is a constant problem due to 
location of the post central heating plant, which is approximately 150 yards from 
hospital buildings. 

s,ased upon the local hospitalization rates, experience, and long-range strengths 
to be served (5,200), and the hospital bed requirements of the other military 
services, in this area, the size has been determined. This hospital will provide 
hospitalization for all military personnel and their dependents, living in the 
Carlisle-Harrisburg area. 

The permanent building will be diverted to administrative use, while the 
temporary wood buildings will be demolished. 
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The denial of this project would cause the continued use of a highly unsatis- 
factory facility which is both inefficient and costly to operate. Also, it will not 
allow the consolidation and joint utilization of facilities as proposed by the 
Department of Defense; therefore, the benefit and economies in materials and 
personnel cannot be effected. 


NEED FOR NEW HOSPITAL 


Senator Crark. I think in substance the point is that to build 
this new hospital would be an economy, because the present installa- 
tion is inefficient. It is hard to operate. It is unduly costly, and 
to build a new hospital here I am pretty confident in the long run 
would result in subst intial savings to the taxpayer. 

I want to thank the Senators for their courtesy in permitting me 
to come in at this point. 

Senator Cuavez. Both General Barney and General Cooney, who 
is the medical man of the Army in this respect, testified very strongly 
in behalf of the item. 

Senator Cuark. Thank you. 

Senator Srennis. This is an item that we gave special attention 
to in our military construction authorization bill and got into details 
and approved, and I heartily recommend that the hospital fund, the 
$1.9 million, be included in this bill. I think it would really be a 
saving of money to go on and build it. 

Senator Crark. Thank you very much, Senator. I hope you won't 
overlook that 50 acres, too. 

General Seeman. If I might interject a point here, the hospital is 
planned on that same land. 

Senator CiarK. I should have said that. 

Senator Srennts. I had the figures here for the hospital and I was 
just naming that amount because I had that definitely in mind. I 
think all of it goes together. 

Senator Crarx. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Senator Srennts. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. Yes, sir. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR ARMY RESERVES 


Senator Stennis. There is one additional question I think General 
Seeman could answer. There is an additional $5 million authoriza- 
tion for Army Reserves in this new authorization bill. Do you have 
something especially you want to say on that for the Army Reserve, 
not the National Guard ? 

General Seeman. Without indicating favoritism one way or the 
other, the $5 million for the Army Reserve related to the future need 
of the Reserve is a much smaller percentage than the National Guard 
program, although they both need it badly. 

Senator Stennis. So far as need and present plans and scope is 
concerned, this $5 million is needed for the Army Reserves, looking 
at them impartially just as much as the National Guard. 

General Seeman. Very much, sir. General Palladino will speak 
to that. 

Senator Stennis. He will develop that, will he? 

General Sreman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cravez. General Palladino, we are ready to hear you. 
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Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, before he enlarges on this, I would 
like to say it is a very difficult role General Seeman is playing here 
on the appropriation bill. He has just taken over these duties and 
is doing very well with a hard job. 

General Seeman. Thank you. 

Senator Cuavez. General Palladino. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


General Pattaptino. Mr. Chairman, I have a short statement that 
is before you, but we could insert that for the record if you so desire. 

Senator Cuavez. Yes, I wish you would enter it and then elaborate 
on it for us in your own way. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY MAJ. GEN. RALPH A. PALLADINO, CHIEF, UNITED STATES ARMY 
RESERVE AND ROTC AFFAIRS 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, I am General Palladino, Chief, United States Army 
Reserve and ROTC Affairs. Let me say first that I appreciate the opportunity 
to appear before this committee on the subject of the Army Reserve construction 
program. 

I would like to tell you about the progress we have made in the Army Reserve 
construction program. I will begin by giving you a brief report on the progress 
we have made to date under Public Law 783 of the Slst Congress, as amended. 
As you know, this law was enacted in fiscal year 1951. From chart, enclosure 1, 
you will note that no new construction starts in this program were made until 
fiscal year 1953. During this period, however, 45 centers were completed from 
funds which were made available under Public Law 218 for fiscal year 1950 
and 1951. In fiscal year 1953, there were 31 construction starts. There were 
only 10 in 1954 and 16 in 1955. In fiscal year 1956 we had 58 construction starts 
and in fiscal year 1957 we had 65 construction starts. This gave the United 
States Army Reserve a grand total of 180 centers constructed or under construc- 
tien by the end of fiscal year 1957 under Public Law 783. During fiscal year 
1958 we placed 80 new centers under construction. We also placed 30 additions 
to existing buildings under construction. These projects were expansions, as- 
sembly halls, and maintenance shops. You can see on this next chart, enclo- 
sure 2, that this fiscal year is the first year that we have had any appreciable 
number of these additions. 

Fiscal year 1958 was, without doubt, the most progressive year to date in the 
Army Reserve construction program. This was the greatest number of projects 
that have ever been placed under construction during any one fiscal year. This 
is the second year in a row that considerable forward progress has been made 
in this program. I would like to point out the accomplishment in new centers 
started in fiscal year 1957 and fiscal year 1958S are equal to 126 percent of the 
contract awards for the previous 6 years. I am also pleased to report that we 
placed 31 one-unit (modified) centers under construction this past fiscal year. 
This is another step forward because these small buildings are located in com- 
munities where it is often difficult, if not impossible, to locate adequate leased 
space. 

The third chart, enclosure 3, gives you a brief Summation of the status of our 
construction funds under Public Law 783. Up to this date, a total of $105 mil- 
lion have been available in appropriated funds. You will note that by the end of 
fiscal year 1957, we had obligated $54 million of the $70 million which had been 
appropriated. At the end of the third quarter of fiscal year 1958, we had obli- 
gated a total of $62 million. The total estimated obligation for fiscal year 1958 
is $21 million which will bring us to a total of $75 million obligated by the end 
of fiscal year 1958. It is anticipated that $25 million of the remaining funds 
will be obligated in fiscal year 1959 and the balance of $4,695,134 will be obligated 
in fiscal year 1960. 

In conclusion, gentlemen, we have made more progress this last year than 
ever before. These Army Reserve centers are literally being built from the At- 
lantic to the Pacific. These buildings are constructed, under construction or 
programed in Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and all of our great 48 States. 

Gentlemen, this concludes my statement on the Army Reserve construction 
program. If you have any questions, I will be glad to answer them. 
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UNITED STATES ARMY RESERVE CONSTRUCTION 
New Reserve Center Starts 


By Fiscal Year 
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UNITED STATES ARMY RESERVE CONSTRUCTION 
Starts On Additions To Existing Centers 
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TOTAL ARMY RESERVE CONTRACTS 


General Patiaprno. Actually, Mr, Chairman, we don’t ask for any 
money this year and therefore just let me reconstruct what took place 
last year. We had a total of 110 contracts for Army Reserve con- 
struction amounting to approximately $22 million awarded by the 
Army during the fiscal year 1958. 

This was the best year for contract awards in the Reserve program 
at any time. The awards provided for 80 Army Reserve centers, 
including 79 new constructions and 1 purchase of an existing building. 
The remaining contracts included construction of assembly halls, 
expansion of existing facilities, and construction of maintenance shops. 
The awards during during fiscal year 1958 bring to 305 the number 
of Reserve centers “const ructed, under construction, or under contract 
since the program began in fiscal 1950. 


REPLACEMENT OF MODIFIED CENTERS 


I also want to point out one particular fact and that is that we 
placed 31 one-unit modified centers under construction. This is an- 
other step forward because these small buildings are located in com- 
munities where it is often difficult if not impossible to locate adequate 
leased space. I am prepared to answer any questions the committee 
might have. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, excuse me. I did not get to hear 
the gentleman’s statement because I was working on another matter 
here. General, you covered this Reserve program here in your testi- 
mony, as I understand. 

General ere That is right. 

Senator Stennis. The military construction bill that was completed 
vesterday suthosinéd 4 35 million additional Army Reserve of construc- 
tion funds. You heard the testimony here with referenec to the need, 
and under your present plans you have testified, as I understand here, 
that you could well use that money. 

General Pattaptno. Yes, sir; we could. 


REORGANIZATION OF PENTOMIC DIVISIONS 


Senator Srennis. A great deal is said about the reorganization of 
the pentomic divisions ‘and related matters. Whatever change that 
does bring, this need that you refer to is certain to be needed; is that 
correct ? 

General Patiapino. Not only these $5 million worth of projects, 
but many more. In other words, all of these $5 million worth of 
projects, which incidentally have not been approved by the Depart- 
ment of the Army or the DOD, and is something that will have to be 
taken up with them later, all of these proposed reserve centers are at 
least 98 percent qualified. The people are on board. 

In other words, if it is a one-unit modified 100-man armory being 
built, there are 98 men in that unit in that particular town and they 
will be there after the reorganization. 

There is no question about it. 
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IMPORTANCE OF RESERVE PROGRAM 


Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, we are certainly not going off 
the deep end, I don’t think, in this, ‘but our committee went into this 
Reserve program rather fully and we were so impressed with the idea 
of real live Reserve units. It keeps your men in shape and keeps 
them trained. It keeps them up to date. You get so many more men 
in condition and ready to move where there is so much less money 
that we think this is one of the best parts of the entire military pro- 
gram from a manpower and continued training standpoint. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Robertson. 

Senator Rosertson. I have no questions. 

Senator Youne. Senator Stennis, is it not a part of their present 
enlistment program that they have to serve for a certain period 
afterward ? 

Senator Srennis. That is correct. That was an effort there to 
build up these Reserve units, to have the manpower available. They 
still have that continuing obligation and this is a part of the program 
to build it up and have something available for them to continue to 
train in. 

Senator Smirn. Mr. Chairman, if I may be so presumptuous, I 
wish to thank the Senator from Mississippi and commend him and 
his people for all that they have done in this matter of Reserves. It 
seems to me it is the most realistic approach to economy that we could 
have. 

Senator Cuaverz. Outside of his part in that particular committee, 
the fact that he belongs to this committee makes him very valuable 
to the committee. 

Senator Stennis. Thank you. 

Senator Cuavez. I am most happy that eight members of this 
committee belong to the Armed Services Committee, too. By the 
time it reaches us and you come around here to get a dollar, we know 
what it is about. 

Are there any further questions of General Palladino? 

Senator Knowland ? 

Senator Know.anp. No questions. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Thye? 


NUCLEUS OF MILITARY FORCE 


Senator Ture. I have a desire to concur, Mr. Chairman, with the 
remarks here relative to the Reserve and the National Guard. They 
are the nucleus of the military force that you can build onto in a 
sneedy manner if an emergency strikes. That was demonstrated in 
World War I, in World War II, and the Korean conflict, and it will 
be demonstrated again in the years to come. I have always con- 
cerned mvself with proper and adequate training facilities for the 
Reserve Forces and the National Guard. I am hay py to see the pro- 
gram that is before us. I note here in the chart that your carryover 
into fiscal 1960 is anticipated to be $4,695,134. 

General Sreman. Into fiscal 1960, yes. 

Senator Tuy. So that it is not a question of funds, because you 
have here in fiscal 1959 an anticipated $45 million. 

General Seeman. That is right, $45 million. 
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Senator Tuy. You have, therefore, ample funds to carry out 
the program you now have in mind. 


CARRYOVER FUNDS 


General Seeman. As we presently plan from the budget. 

There is one other point for that carryover. General Barney 
mentioned it in the MCA program. It is to provide a manageable 
thing so you don’t have to chop off and give people warning and fire 
them 30 days ahead of time and then get stepped up. You have 

to have some carryover to stop this stop-and-go. 

Senator Tyr. And your chart indicates that you have that leeway 
in there so you can give whatever the pressure or the slack requires. 

General Seeman. Within the framework of this program; yes, 
sir. 

Senator Tuy. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Are there other questions? 


DELAY IN MAKING FUNDS AVAILABLE 


Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, there is one other comment I might 
address to the National Guard. We have had funds appropriated 
in the past, but it seems like it is a long while between the time that 
the money is appropriated by Congress up until it is actually made 
available for the construction of the armories. There are many in 
my own State where the local communities have arranged all of their 
commitments and everybody ready to go for years, but there haven’t 
been funds available. 

General McGowan. I could answer that by stating that in fiscal 
1958 we were permitted to obligate but three armories prior to the 
fourth quarter of the fiscal year and all our construction was done in 
the fourth quarter and at only less than 50 percent of the rate we 
had been building the previous 2 years. That was a result of the 
expenditure limitations placed on all the Armed Forces in fiscal 
1958. 

General Seeman. There was not hardly a contract entered into for 
construction up until December, because of the requirement, and the 
seriousness of the national debt, and things like that. 

Senator Youne. Was that due to the budget ? 

General McGowan. I would say it was ; the financial program of 
the administration that had control of that. 

Senato Cuavez. The words are kindlier the way you have testified. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Dworsnak. Just one question, Mr. Chairman, if you 
please. 

Senator Cuavez. The words are kindlier the way you have testified. 


CRITICISM OF FINANCIAL PROGRAM 


Senator Dworsuak. General, in my State of Idaho there has been 
a lot of criticism of the operations of the National Guard so far as 
the Pentagon is concerned because the local communities were en- 
couraged to provide matching funds, which they did at great sacri- 
fice in many instances, and the State legis: iture 2 years ago cooperated 
in trying to promote this overall program and then the situation de- 
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veloped that the funds were not made available from the Federal 
angle. 

What do we tell those people out there? Our adjutant of the Na- 
tional Guard was back here recently and he criticized me and other 
members of our delegation and charged that we were not doing what 
was necessary to keep faith with those communities. 

What should we tell them? 

General McGowan. I would like to say first, sir, that General 
Walsh I think would not intend criticism of the Congress because 
the Congress provided the money. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. He certainly was very critical. 

General McGowan. I would like to say for the State of Idaho that 
they had a very sound construction program, but as was brought out 
just. before you came in, sir, we obligated for armory construction in 
fiscal 1956 and fiscal 1957 between $25 million and $30 million. How- 
ever, due to the financial program of the Government in fiscal 1958 
we were restricted to $15 million and we will be restricted to that in 
fiscal 1959 unless, as indicated by the Senators, more money is appro- 
priated. 

Senator DworsHak. You mean some of the appropriated funds 
were impounded or frozen / 


DELAY IN APPORTIONMENT 


General McGowan. They were not apportioned to us until so late 
in the fiscal year that we could obligate only $13 million, sir. 

Senator Dworsnax. Is it possible that they used those funds to 
build armories in all these countries everywhere in the world? 

General McGowan. No, sir. 

Senator Dworsnak. You are reasonably sure that that wasn’t 
done / 

General McGowan. I am certain, sir. 

Senator Dworsuax. I was wondering whether it would be advisa- 
ble to have Idaho identified with this foreign-aid program, so then 
we might qualify for some allocation of funds to build armories. 

Do you think that would help ? 

General McGowan. I don’t think I am prepared to comment. on 
that, sir. 

Senator Ettenper. Put them under the State Department. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Ellender, do you care to ask any ques- 
tions ? 

Senator E.ienver. No. 

ROTC PROGRAM 


Senator Srennis. General Palladino also appears here for the 
ROTC affairs. It is ove of the great programs we have that we do 
not hear very much about, but it is very strong and such a good source 
of fine officer material, and I think that ought to be mentioned, and 
he looks after it mighty well. 

Senator CuAvez. Senator Church also has a short statement which 
we will be glad to hear at this time. 
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IDAHO NATIONAL GUARD ARMORY PROJECTS 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK CHURCH, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Chairman, Senators of the committee, I am 
grateful for this opportunity to request of this distinguished commit- 
tee that earnest consideration be given to the appropriation of suf- 
ficient funds for the initiation of several National Guard armory proj- 
ects authorized in H. R. 13015, the military construction bill which has 
been approved by the conference committee and which was yesterday 
approved by the House. 

The authorizations to which I have reference are as follows: 

Rigby, Idaho, $57,000; Preston, Idaho, $57,000; Jerome, Idaho, 
$52,000, and Twin Falls, Idaho, $90,000. 

I will not take your time to tell you what you know better than I, 
that these armories represent needed and valuable construction. ‘Their 
contribution to the Nation’s defense is their major importance. Sec- 
ond only to the defense importance is their significance to the com- 
munities themselves. 

These projects were not included in H. R. 13489, as approved by the 
Touse because of the fact that the authorization bill had not yet been 
brought completely through the legislative process, and these projects 
had not been authorized. The House Appropriations Committee it- 
self commented on thef act that projects not authorized in H. R. 13015 
at the time that committee acted on H. R. 13489 were not included. 
Now the projects have been approved. I believe strongly that now is 
the time to initiate their construction. I ask your sympathetic and 
careful consideration of the merits of early funding of these projects. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy 


HARVEY Pornt, N. C., NAVAL SEAPLANE FACILITY 


STATEMENT OF HON. SAM J. ERVIN, JR., A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator CuaAvez. We have Senator Ervin here, and we will hear 
him now as he has another meeting to go to. 

Senator Ervin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I appear before the committee for the purpose of urging the com- 
mittee to make appropriations for the naval seaplane facility at 
Harvey Point, N. C., for the authorization amount of $11,125,000. 
The House cut out the hangars at this point under two misapprehen- 
sions. The first was that the Navy had not perfected the plans for 
the hangars, and the other was that these seaplanes had not been 
sufliciently tested for operation. So they reduced the appropriation 
by the amount of the cost of the hangars and also an additional $1.5 
million on the supposition that the production of these seaplanes 
should be slowed down because of the necessity of changing the plans 
for the hangars. 
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BASE FOR JETPLANES 


It is planned by the Navy to put these planes into operational train- 
ing in January 1960 and unless we are going to have an interminable 
delay it is necessary that this full amount be restored. These planes 
are jetplanes which are to be used primarily for submarine warfare 
in the field of sowing mines and things of that character, and in view 
of all the information we have about the number of submarines which 
the Soviet Union has, it seems to me that this is one of the most essen- 
tial phases of our national defense. 

Harvey Point is the only place in the United States that the Navy 
now contemplates basing these planes. They have some at Patuxent, 
Md., for test purposes, ‘but as [ understand, it is contemplated that 
the ‘Navy will base three squadrons of P6M’s at Harvey Point. As 
I recall, there are six of the planes to a squadron. I may be wrong 
about that figure, but that is as I understand it. 

Three of these planes have already been manufactured and have 
been test flown, as I understand, for a period as much as 50 hours 

each. They are now at Patuxent. They have no place to store these 
planes and Harvey Point has been selected because of its surround- 
ings. 

It takes several miles of runways to get one of these planes off 
the ground and Harvey Point is near the ‘Sound in a sparsely settled 
area and there is nothing to interfere with the development of a fine 
base there for these seaplanes. It seems to me that unless we are 
going to have an interminable delay and an inexcusable delay in mak- 
ing these planes pparer yy. it is essential that the full appropria- 


tion should be made conforming to the amount named in the author- 
ization bill. 


EFFECT OF NOT FUNDING PROGRAM 


Senator CHavez. Senator, in the statement for the restoration of 
the reclama, they said the following : 


If the hangar item is not funded in the fiscal year 1959, military construc- 
tion program, there will be a delay of approximately 7 to 8 months in provid- 
ing this facility. The P6M program is proceeding well. Several of these air- 
craft are in flying status. Any delay in providing the essential operational fa- 
cilities such as this hangar, will cause a like delay in the fleet availability of 
this new weapon system. 

Senator Ervin. That is true. As I say, they are already in flying 
status. Three have been test flown, and ‘others coming off the line 
soon, and they will have no place to put them. 

Senator CHavez. I wish you would stay a little longer. We are 
going to have Senator Jor dan talk on a matter and then I am going 
to ask Admiral Ailes to comment on your statement. 

Senator Ervin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the op- 
portunity to be here. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Jordan. 











MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 251 


HaAkRvey Pornt, N. C., NAVAL SEAPLANE FACILITY 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. EVERETT JORDAN, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Jorpan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am just here to 
back wp Senator Ervin’s request that this project be carried on through 
as it should be, because I think if we fail to put in this appropriation 
to complete this project for the planes coming off it would be a serious 
mistake, 

Of course if they decided to make some changes they don’t have to 
spend the money, but if they did not authorize it now there could 
be a very serious delay in connection with next year’s program. 

Senator Cuavez. Admiral Ailes, do you care to comment on the 
subject matter that has been discussed by the two Senators from North 

Carolina / 

Admiral AtLrs. We appreciate the help the Senators are giving us 
on this, sir, and the facts are exactly as they state, as we have certified 
in our reclama statement. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you. 

Senator Ervin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will now go to 1 
of my 2 other committees which : are sitting. 

Senator CHavez. Secretary Armstrong. 


Navy Mirirary Construction ProGrams 


STATEMENTS OF HON. J. SINCLAIR ARMSTRONG, ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY OF THE NAVY (FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT) ; HON. FRED A. 
BANTZ, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (MATERIAL); 
REAR ADM. JOHN W. AILES III, USN, DIRECTOR, SHORE ESTAB- 
LISHMENT DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTENANCE DIVISION, OFFICE 
OF CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS; REAR ADM. EUGENE J. 
PELTIER, CEC, USN, CHIEF, BUREAU OF YARDS AND DOCKS; REAR 
ADM. JOHN McN. TAYLOR, USN, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF NAVAL 
OPERATIONS (NAVAL RESERVE) ; CAPT. VINCENT SCHUMACHER, 
HEAD, HOUSING BRANCH, OFFICE OF CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERA- 
TIONS; CAPT. SELDEN C. SMALL, USN, HEAD, FACILITIES AND 
EQUIPMENT BRANCH, BUREAU OF ORDNANCE; AND REAR ADM. 
BARTHOLOMEW W. HOGAN (MC) USN, CHIEF, BUREAU OF MEDI- 
CINE AND SURGERY 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it 
is a pleasure for me to be here today to present for your consideration 
the Navy estimates for its fiscal year 1959 military construction pro- 
grams. These programs are supported by two appropriations, “Mili- 
tary construction, Navy” and “Military construction, Naval Reserve 
Forces,” for which we are requesting new obligational authority of 
$360,253,000 and $8 million respectively. These amounts are required 
to tinance urgently needed construction projects to improve the ability 
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of the Shore Establishment to support the operating forces and to 
provide adequate training facilities for our Reserve forces. 


FUNDING LISTS 


We are requesting your approval of a “Military construction, Navy’ 
funding list containing projects totaling $411,936,000 which is ap- 

roximately 115 percent of our request for new obligating authority. 
For the “Military construction, Naval Reserve Forces” program, we 
request approval of a funding list totaling $11,314,000. The approval 
of these funding lists in excess of the new obligating authority affords 
the Navy a valuable degree of flexibility by permitting the ‘selection 
and funding of the most urgently required projects from within a 
broader framework of appr oved projects. This in turn has permitted 
the execution of the overall construction programs with maximum 
effectiveness and more efficient financial management. 


FINANCIAL PLAN 


In the “Military construction, Navy” appropriation we anticipate 
an unobligated carryover into fiscal year 1959 of $143 million which, 
added to our request for new obligation sl authority of $360 million, 
will give us a total availability of $503 million. We plan to obligate 
$381 “mmillion during fiscal year 1959, Mabie an unobligated balance 
carrying into fiscal year 1960 of $122 million. 

The Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks will review the carry- 
over requirement in detail in his statement. 

In the “Military construction, Naval Reserve Forces” appropria- 
tion we anticipate an unobligated carryover into fiscal year 1959 of 
$12.7 million which, when added to our request for $8 million in new 
obligating authority will give a total availability of $20.7 million. 
Against this we plan to obligate $15 million, leaving a carryover into 
fiscal year 1960 of $5.7 million. 


HOUSE ACTION 


The House of Representatives approved a project funding list for 
“Military construction, Navy” totaling $353,369,000, as compared toa 
requested total of $411,691,000. The Department of the Navy has 
accepted several of the deletions made by the House but is requesting 
the restoration of most of them. In addition we desire to add two 
urgently required items which were not included in the list submitted 
to the House. These items bring the total of the list submitted to 
your committee for funding approval to $411,936,000. 

The House reduced our request for new “obligating authority by 
$85,502,000 based on a greater utilization of carryover funds as well 
as the program reduction. This cut, rather than making a substan 
tial reduction in carryover, would force a serious curtailment in our 
planned obligations for fiscal year 1959 and therefore in our construe- 
tion program. We are requesting that this committee restore the 
House reduction in new obligating authority by approving our total 
request for $360,253,000. 
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In the appropriation “Military construction, Naval Reserve 
Forces” the House of Representatives approved the program as pre- 
sented. 

This completes my formal statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. Mr. Secretary, what about Secretary Bantz? 

Mr. Armstronea. He is right here, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Will he follow along the same lines that you did? 

Mr. Banrz. No, mine will not be financial, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. All right, you are next. 

Mr. Banrz. Shall I summarize it? It will take about 7 or 8 min- 
utes to read it. 

Senator Cuavez. Well, it is a short statement. You may read it. 


FACILITIES FOR URGENT OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS 


Mr. Bantz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
happy to appear in support of the Department of the Navy’s military 
construction funding program for fiscal year 1959. 

Other Navy w itnesses will discuss the funding program with you 
in detail. In view of the action by the House of Representatives, 
which did not act favorably on certain items in the Navy program, 
the data submitted to the House Appropriations Committee has been 
reexamined. Instances were found in which our justification was not 
sufficient to give the committee supporting information on the real use 
of the facility. These witnesses will present the revised justification 
material when they request restoration of certain of these items in 
the Senate bill. I shall confine my remarks to steps being taken to 
improve our policies and procedures for the utilization, disposal, and 
replacement of structures which, for one reason or another, are not 
well adapted for modern operation. 

This year, as in the past several years, emphasis is placed on those 
facilities required to meet urgent operational requirements. For ex- 
ample, the funding program includes substantial amounts for facili- 
ties at the Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Mayport, Fla.; Naval Auxil- 
iary Air Station, Meridian, Miss.; Naval seaplane facility, Harvey 
Point, N. C.: Naval Air Station, Lemoore, Calif.; Naval Air Missile 
Test Center, Point Mugu, Calif.; and the Naval radio station, Wash- 
ington County, Maine. 


ACQUISITION COST OF ALL NAVY FACILITIES 


Inevitably, projects needed to replace inefficient, high maintenance 
and operating cost facilities receive secondary consideration. How- 
ever, as we look to the future, the problems posed by the continued 
operation of obsolescent and obsolete structures will be intensified. 
The acquisition cost of all of the facilities of the Navy and Marine 
Corps is approximately $7,900 million and the estim: ited replacement 
cost. is almost. $17,800 million. Of the total investment, 68 percent was 
acquired before 1946. Significant is the fact that 24 percent of the 
investment is carried in semipermanent or temporary structures. 
Thus, a a portion of our physical plant is either of consid- 
erable age or was constructed for a relatively short useful life. These 


¢ 


factors, taken together, impose severe handicaps on our operations. 
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First, many structures now in use are ill-suited to their present pur- 
pose. To adapt these facilities to meet new technological demands is 
an expensive proposition. Second, because so many of our structures 
were designed for short lifespan, they are now nearing the point of 
complete deterioration. The steadily rising costs incurred to operate 
and maintain these temporary structures are pinching our relatively 
static maintenance and operating budget. To this pressure must be 
added the cost to maintain and operate the new facilities which either 
have recently been placed in operation or will be completed within the 
next few years. It should be noted that the amount of dollars spent 
on maintenance has remained constant for several years despite the 
increase in cost incurred to maintain obsolescent or deteriorated st ruc- 
tures, despite the increase in the size of the Navy’s physical plant, 
and despite the rising cost index for maintenance. 

The situation becomes critical, of course, as some of our temporary 
structures reach the point where they simply cannot be continued in 
operation. The serious problems posed by the large number of in- 
efficient and uneconomical structures carried in our inventory can be 
solved in one or a combination of several ways. 


CLOSING OF SURPLUS FACILITIES 


First, we are examining carefully our existing facilities to make sure 
that we are not keeping in operation activities which can be dropped 
without loss in military and operating efficiency or can be consolidated 
with other activities which are adequately housed. As you know, 
over the last year we have closed or reduced in scale of operation a 
number of activities in an effort to reduce our maintenance and oper- 
ating costs. We will continue to examine closely our Shore Establish- 
ment in an effort to make sure that the most efficient and economical 
utilization is made of it. In this connection, a secretarial directive has 
been issued instructing bureaus and offices of the Department, as well 
as commanding officers in the field, to review their activities closely 
to determine whether unused structures can be demolished or disposed 
of. As the Shore Establishment has come under closer scrutiny, the 
volume of property disposals has increased. The number of disposal 
actions tasted in the Department has risen from 50 in fiscal year 
1956 to 89 in the first 3 quarters of fiscal year 1958 alone. 


PROCESSING OF EXCESS PROPERTY 


Actually, for the full fiscal year of 1958 there were 110 disposal 
actions, which is more than double what we had in 1956. In order 
to move these disposals along as rapidly as possible, a monthly 
review is conducted on the status of all pending cases, and action is 
taken when required to speed up the disposal of property. Also, we 


have under consideration a new procedure for the processing of 
excess property within the Navy Department, which holds out the 
promise of speeding up considerably the disposal process. Through 
all of these efforts, we may be able to bring the Shore Establishment 
to a point where our operating and maintenance budgets are not spread 
as thinly as they are now. 
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CONTROLLED MAINTENANCE PROGRAM 


Second, we are making sure we get full value for our maintenance 
dollar. The Bureau of Yards and Docks has developed and is install- 
ing its controlled maintenance program. Under this program, stress 
is laid on periodic inspection of structures, preventive maintenance, 
and systematic scheduling of work. Through this program, we should 
be able to stretch our limited maintenance dollars further by getting 
the most out of them. <A new directive places this program in opera- 
tion throughout the entire Shore Establishment. 

Lastly, we can seek authorization through the military construction 
program for a greater number of replacement projects. In order to 
do so, we need to know, of course, what structures are most urgently 
in need of replacement. In the new on of military real prop- 
erty now being taken, information will be developed which should 
be helpful in giving us a line on where the most critical needs lies in 
this area. Action has been taken to insure that the inventory receives 
the personal attention of all commanding officers of shore activities. 


REPLACEMENT PROJECTS 


We must recognize that projects for replacement run up against the 
stiff competition inherent in the demands for facilities to meet urgent 
operational requirements. There is little likelihood that this com- 
petition will abate. If anything, it will be intensified, since the new 
weapons coming into general use over the next 10 to 15 years will, in 
and of themselves, impose a severe strain on our ability to provide 
facilities to support those weapons. 

Thus, our major emphasis must continue to be placed on searching 
and continuous reviews of the Shore Establishment in order to make 
the best use of what we have and to derive the greatest value from 
our maintenance funds. 

Senator Cuavrz. Mr. Secretary, on page 4, the last paragraph, you 
said, “Second, we are making sure we get full value for our mainte- 
nance dollar,” which is fine. 


DISPOSAL OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


In the prior sentence you referred to the disposal problem. Do you 
make sure that you get full value from the disposal ? 

Mr. Bantz. Of course, in most of the disposal actions the Navy 
is not responsible for final disposition. They are handled in many 
instances by GSA. You know the procedure, of course, of offering 
it to the services first. 

Senator Cuavez. You declare it surplus, and it is turned over to 
GSA. 

Mr. Bantz. After it has been offered to the other services, yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. It is offered to any other services or any other 
department ? 

Mr. Banrz. Yes, sir. 

Senator CHavez. When that is not accomplished then you turn it 
over to GSA as surplus property ¢ 

Mr. Banrz. That is right. 
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AMOUNT OF RECOVERIES FROM SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Senator Cuavez. Do you keep track of the amount of recovery of 
the properties that you turned over to the GSA ? 

Mr. Banrz. No, we do not keep a record of it after it has been 
turned over toGSA. 

Senator Cuavez. Do you not think it would be good business in 
case you were asked some questions here in the future? Suppose it 
was 100,000 pieces of property for $5,000? Should it not be of in- 
terest to the Navy to do that? 

Mr. Banrz. Yes, sir. We will see that that is done, starting imme- 
diately. 

Senator Cuavez. You also mention on page 1 several installations 
in Florida, Mississippi, North Carolina, California, and in Maine. 
Admiral Peltier and the other admirals will give us details as to 
those ? 

Mr. Banvz. Yes, sir. They will answer any questions the com- 
mittee has. 

Senator Cuavez. Admiral Ailes and Admiral Peltier are coming 
next. Dothey refer in detail to those installations ? 

Mr. Banrz. Not in great detail, unless the committee asks questions 
of them. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Are there any questions? 


AUSTERE CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 


Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say this: 
That this military construction budget for the Navy we thought this 
year was rather austere. It had already been trimmed down just 
to the bone and muscle. The Secretary mentions here certain urgent 
operational facilities and we thought that most of the items in the 
authorization bill were urgent and I understand the appropriation 
bill now largely follows and includes most of the items that were in 
this year’s authorization bill. 

Is that right, Mr. Secretary ? 

Mr. Bantz. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Admiral Ailes, you will handle that? 

Admiral Atres. That is correct; yes, sir. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR NAVAL AND MARINE CORPS RESERVES 


Senator Cuavez. Getting down then to the Reserve, we authorized 
in the bill passed yesterday $11,886,000 for Naval and Marine Corps 
Reserves. Are those items included in this bill? Is this figure in- 
cluded in this bill, do you know, offhand ? 

Mr. Bantrz. Would you repeat that? 

Senator CHaAverz. $11,886,000. We understood that is for the Naval 
and Marine Corps Reserve. We understood from the Department of 
Defense that they were going to seek funds for these authorizations 
this year. 

Admiral Atrs. They were all in. 

Senator CuaAvez. They are in the bill? 

Admiral Aims. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. So that is your Reserve program and it is all in 
the bill to be financed this year? 
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Admiral Attzs. Yes, sir. 
Senator Cuavez. Senator Knowland? 


Lone BEACH, CALIF., NAVAL SHIPYARD 


( > following is Senator Knowland’s statement of August 7, 
1958: 

Senator Knowrianp. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might interject 
here and have made part of the Navy record a problem with reference 
to the Long Beach Naval Shipyard; a copy of the letter that I ad- 
dressed to the chairman under date of June 29; the language appearing 
in the military construction authorization bill, which was recently 
=— by both Houses of Congress relative to the Long Beach Naval 

shipyard; and also a reference to the hearings before the House Ap- 

propriations Committee, which I will not ask to have inserted but I 
want it as part of the record for access to the members, pages 556 to 
612, which covers the testimony of Congressman Doyle, Candthanh 
Hosmer, Hon. Raymond Kealer, mayor of the city of Long Beach, 
Mr. Donald Sutherland, representing the shipyard employees, and 
other witnesses who testified on the importance of having the $614 
million which has been provided in the House appropriations bill. 
The authorization legislation urged that there be an additional $514 
million contingent upon the Secretary of the Navy being satisfied on 
certain steps being taken, a good many of which have already been 
taken by the local and State authorities. 

We think it would be most helpful if the full amount could be pro- 
vided in the bill with the same contingency that the Armed Services 
Committee provided that the two Houses of Congress have approved. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


JULY 29, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Department of Defense Subcommittee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: The military construction authorization bill for fiscal 
year 1959 recommends appropriation item of $6 million for the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. 

The Secretary of the Navy is directed to make this expenditure only after 
a determination that subsidence work being taken by the local and State officials 
is being carried out effectively. I am advised that the House Appropriations 
Committee has eliminated all except $500,000 for this shipyard and I would 
like to have my request a matter of record, urging the Senate committee to 
restore the full amount of $6 million in the Senate’s military construction 
appropriation bill. 

With best personal regards, I remain, 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND. 


Lone BracH NAvAL SHIPYARD 


The bill would authorize protection measures against flooding at the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard in the amount of $6 million, subject to the determina- 
tion by the Secretary of the Navy that action taken to stop subsidence is effec- 
tive. This is an increase from the $500,000 submitted by the Navy for minimum 
protection against flooding until 1960. This action was taken in the light of a 
California State law providing for pressurization of the oilfield with salt water. 
The Secretary of the Navy would be directed to determine that action is effec- 
tive in preventing further subsidence, otherwise only minimum measures to 
prevent flooding, in the amount of $500,000 is to be accomplished. 
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Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, may I make inquiry? 

When do you intend to have the Navy appear before the committee ? 

Senator Knownanp. Mr. Chairman, I might say that the reason I 
asked that this be done is because, as the chairman i is, 1 am a member 
of a number of conferences as well as being the minority leader with 
some problems and I wanted to be sure if I was temporarily absent 
from the committee that this material would be available. 

Senator Taye. My reason for asking the question is that I per- 
sonally have some of the same problems in serving on the different 
conference committees but there is an item here relative to the Duluth 
Municipal Airport with which I am vitally concerned and I wanted 
to adjust my schedule to be positively certain that was with you the 
day you had the Navy before you. 

Senator Cuavez. If the Senator would just bear momentarily, I 
have only three items that affect my State: Fort Wingate, White 
Sands Missile Range, and the Sandia Base. 

I believe we can cover those in a hurry because we know the situa- 
tion and have a pretty good record on it. 

I think we can get to it now. 

Senator Trye. I do not intend to take up the Navy; I was just seek- 
ing information as to what your anticipated schedule is. 

Senator Cuavez. The best we can do is tomorrow morning. 

Senator Ture. That is splendid. 

I will be with you. 

That is all I was seeking, just that information. 

Senator Cuavez. All right, sir. 

( End of testimony given by Senator Knowland on August 7, 1958.) 

Senator KNowLaN. At the proper time, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to address some inquiries relative to the Long Beach Naval Ship- 
yard situation. 


Senator Cuavez. Can you give the Senator any information as to 
that? 

Admiral Aires. In this bill before you now, sir, there is an item 
for $500,000. This is an amount to which we are limited by the 
authorization bill, until the Secretary of the Navy makes a determi- 
nation that adequate corrective action to arrest the subsidence at 
Long Beach has been taken by the oil people there. When that deter- 
mination is made, we then have author ity to go ahead with the $6 mil- 
lion program. Thus, this bill provides the amount of $500,000, which 
is the lower limit to which we are held. 


PROVISION OF CONTINGENT FUNDS 


Senator KnNow1anp. I am thoroughly in accord with the item that 
the Senate Armed Services Committee included in the authorization 
bill, namely, that there be $500,000 that could immediately be used 
and there would be $514 million which would be contingent upon cer- 
tain ape taken in conformity with the satisfaction of the Secretary 
of the Navy relative to this work, but I am going to request of the 
committee consideration of providing the funds with that same con- 
tingency which the Senate Armed Services Committee wrote into the 
bill and which has been accepted by the conferees, if and when such 
steps are taken, and I believe that the Long Beach authorities and 








MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 259 


the States authorities as well as the local interests have made some 
moves, but there may be and undoubtedly will be other moves made 
in the immediate future that can and will satisfy the Secretary. 

For that reason I would like to see the funds available to proceed 
with the work because I think you would agree that the $500,000 will 
not meet this problem as far as the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is 
concerned, and I think the testimony which I had placed in the record 
yesterday shows that we have an investment there of some $72 million, 
and a replacement value of the yard, according to the testimony of 
the Navy before the House committee, would be about $170 million. 

Is that substantially correct ? 

Admiral Artes. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Knowtanp. So that if in the judgment of the committee 
they can write the same language in the bill, namely, that the funds 
would not be used until the Secretary was satisfied that sufficient steps 
had been taken to solve the subsidence problem, you could use the &6 
million provided in the authorization bill? 

Admiral Atxrs. This would facilitate our using the additional 
money when that determination is made. When those conditions are 
met if the money was there available at that time, it would aid us in 
getting on with the job. 

Senator Know.anp. Thank you. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Ellender ? 


FUNDS FOR HOUSING ABROAD 


Senator ELLteNper. How much money is provided for housing 
abroad ? 

Admiral Attes. There is no money in this bill for housing—that 
is, to provide the housing. All of our housing in foreign countries 
in this bill is based on surplus commodity housing, except for 

Senator ELtenper. That was going to be my next question. Have 
you no cash for housing except what you spent on Public Law 480? 

Admiral Aes. Except for a very small amount for utilities sup- 
port and furniture that we have to provide under those circumstances, 





HOUSING CONSTRUCTION UNDER PUBLIC LAW 480 


Senator ELLENpDER. You mean you contemplate building this hous- 
ing under Public Law 480? 

Admiral Artes. Yes, sir. 

Senator E,tenper. How many units do you propose to build and 
why, under Public Law 480? 

Admiral Artes. Can you furnish that for the record, Captain 
Schumacher? 

Captain Scaumacuer. I will furnish that for the record. 

(The information requested follows :) 


+21 units at 3 locations as follows: 
Bit WOPTOL MUR enc desde pureed webinte aay il ic ial et ala 45 
OCartamemn: ByAS acc ic.. niin snatundskntnnnihiapine eee qmsei 46 
Port Lyautey, Morocco___--~ suc adsia eg cai dnalieioras siete aiasaiise oa eeea ma ame nmecaniieee ee 330 


TOtQ) 22... ncaa daeelahaisbeesa ae eee eee 421 
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Senator Extenver. Can you tell us in which countries you are going 
to build housing ? 

Will there be : any in Spain? 

Captain Scuumacuer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ettenper. How about Capehart housing ? 


HOUSING IN SPAIN 


Captain Scuumacuer. With respect to the question on Spain, sir, 
we have a total of 334 houses in Spain under construction now under 
the surplus commodity program. 

Senator Exrenper. And - you propose to increase that? 

Captain Scuumacuer. There are two other projects. Those are at 
Rota. At El Ferrol there are 45 and at Cartagena there are 46. Those 
are under consideration. 

Senator Eiitenper. Under what conditions are those erected? Who 
furnishes the land to you? 

Admiral Perrier. The Spanish Government. 

Senator Cuavez. The Spanish Government furnishes the land at 
Rota ? 

Captain Scuumacner. And at the other locations, also. 

Senator ELtenper. The housing is to remain in your care and your 
use as long as you are there? Is that correct? 

Admiral Pexrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exrtenper. And it will revert to the Spanish Government 
thereafter ? 

Admiral Pettter. Yes, sir. 

Senator E.ttenper. Does the same thing pertain to the Capehart 
housing ? 

Admiral Peurrer. We have no Capehart housing overseas. 

Senator Eiienper. You do not have any ? 

Admiral Pertrrr. Except Guam. 

Senator Extenper. But not in any foreign country? 

Admiral Pexttrer. No, sir. 

Senator Extenper. I was informed by Mr. Hewitt that you did 
have some Capehart housing overseas. Although I do not know ex- 
actly where. You say there is none overseas ? 

Admiral Petter. ‘Except for Guam. 
Admiral Armrs. Which is United States territory. 


ABANDONMENT OF HOUSING OVERSEAS 


Senator E:ienver. In recent years have you had to abandon any 
of the housing you put up overseas either from funds provided by the 
Congress, or through Public Law 480? 

I wish you w ould look into that and find out the extent to which 
that occurred. It is not in your category, but I understand that our 
housing project at Burton Wood in England is soon to be abandoned. 

Mr. Bantz. I don’t know of any overseas housing we have had to 
abandon. We would be glad to supply the information. 

Senator Errenper. When I say abandoned, I mean you have no 
more use for them and the project reverted to the host government. 
Will you look into it and let us know ? 

Admiral Arrrs. We don’t know of any offhand, but will search 
into it and insert it in the record, any that we may find, Senator. 
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Senator ELLeNnpER. My request applies only to projects in foreign 
countries. 

Admiral Atres. That is right. 

Senator Extenper. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

(The following information was submitted :) 

No such Navy housing in foreign countries has been abandoned. 


Senator Cuavez. I am interested in this Spanish situation, Why 
do you need housing at El Ferrol? You mentioned El Ferrol. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Cuavez. And you need 45 houses? 

Captain ScHuMACHER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Are you building any in the island over there off 
of Barcelona? You have a little installation there, 

Admiral Peurrer. Las Palmas. 

Senator Cuavez. Las Palmas. 

Captain Scoumacuer. No, sir; none. 

Senator Cuavez. What is the second ? 

Captain Scoumacuer. Cartagena. A similar installation, one more 
house there, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. How many are there? 

Captain Scoumacuer. Forty-six. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator ELitenper. Is that your reason ? 

Admiral Ames. Yes, sir. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator ELttenper. You could not get local interests to provide 
housing for you? 

Captain Scnumacuer. These are very isolated places. There is 
no housing there to speak of at all. 

Senator Exrenper. Isolated ? 

Captain Scoumacuer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. I thought Spain was very thickly populated. 

Captain Scoumacuer. There are parts of Spain which are very 
thinly populated. 

Senator ELLenper. In what part of Spain is this project located ? 

Captain Scoumacuer. One is El Ferrol, which is up in the north- 
west section of Spain. 

Senator Cuavez. South of San Sebastian. Then the other one at 
Las Palmas I suppose is not in Las Palmas proper, but in the island 
somewhere ? 

Admiral Artes. At Cartagena. 

Senator Cuavez. You do not have any at Las Palmas? 

Admiral Arties. No, sir. 


COMMUNITY SUPPORT FOR HOUSING 


Senator Ettenper. Are there any facilities being provided for you 
by the local government; in other words, to save us money on the erec- 
tion of these houses ¢ 

Captain Scuumacuer. There are no family housing facilities being 
provided by the local government, sir. 

Senator E.LenpDreR. None whatever? 

Captain Scuumacuer. No, sir. 
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Senator Extenver. Are you able to rent housing at a reasonable 
rate / 
Captain Scuumacuer. No, sir. 
Senator Extenper. Does this situation apply to every place that 
you are now located in Spain ¢ 
Captain Scuumacuer. That is correct, sir. Our ability to find so- 
called community support at these places has been nil. 


HOUSING IN CADIZ, SPAIN 


Senator ExLtenver. What about your facility in the southern part 
of Spain there ¢ 

Admiral Atxs. Rota? 

Senator ELLeNpeR. No; around Cadiz. 

Admiral Aites. That is right across the bay. 

Senator Exienper. 1 was there when you started construction on 
the harbor there. You are not able to find housing in that area ‘ 

Admiral Armes. No, sir. 

Senator Ex.enper. To what extent have you built housing in that 
area ¢ 

Captain ScoumacHer. We are building 496 there, sir. The situa- 
tion there is not quite so bad. We have a requirement for 860 houses 
and we are building 496. 

Senator Exrenver. That is built from Public Law 480 funds? 

Captain ScoumacHER. 334 are to be built out of the surplus-com- 
modity funds, sir. 

Senator Ettenper. And the rest of them / 

Captain ScuumacHER. 162 were built out of appropriated funds. 
They are completed. 

Senator ELLtenper. Why did you do that? Why didn’t you build 
them all out of Public Law 480 funds 

Captain ScoumacHer. This money was apportioned in December 
1955, sir. Iam not sure here, but it could be that that money wasn’t 
available at that time. 


AMORTIZATION OF BUILDING COSTS 


Senator ELtenpver. How is the cost of those buildings being amor- 
tized ? 

Captain Scuumacuer. The quarters allowances of the occupants, 
sir, are committed to repay the Department of Agriculture after the 
maintenance and operation costs have been taken out. 

Senator Extenper. At what rate is that figured, do you know? 

Captain Scuumacuer. I do not know, sir. 

Senator Extenper. How long would the amortization of these 
houses require ? 

Captain Scuumacuer. I do not know, sir. I could find that out 
for you. 

Senator ELienper. I wish you would. 

(The information requested follows :) 


Based on the limited Navy experience in operating this type of housing to 
date, about $40 per month, or $480 per unit per year is available to repay the 
Department of Agriculture. The cost of the houses in Spain is estimated to be 
$18,000 per unit, of which 25 percent, or $4,500, may be United States appropri- 
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ated funds. 
$480 per year, it would require 28 years to pay. 


This leaves a foreign currency debt of approximately $13,500. At 


EXTRA ALLOWANCE FOR PERSONNEL ABROAD 


Senator ExLienper. Do ome ers and enlisted men on duty in that 
area receive extra allowances 


What I mean is, do you give men on duty there more of a break 
than when they are in this country 4 

Captain ScpumacueEr. Station allowances are paid at this locality. 

Senator Cuavez. Admiral, the construction program is under your 
jurisdiction ? 

Admiral Peurter. Yes, sir. The houses are built in accordance 
with the present statute limitations, plus a 10 percent 

Senator ELtenver. How do they compare with the housing of the 
people in the locality ? 

Admiral Petrmer. I haven’t been there since 1953, Senator, but the 
houses I saw at Rota and Saint Marie—I think it is Saint Marie— 
would be a better house than what yon have in town generally. 

Senator E.nenver. Much better? 

Admiral Perrier. I haven’t seen the nicer houses in that area, but 


the ones down the main streets there were not up to United States 
standards. 





DISTANCE FROM ROTA TO CADIZ 


Senator Cravez. In determining the building of houses by your 
Department, you have to consider this: That while Rota to Cadiz 
as the crow would fly is a short way, in order to get there by land 
you have to circle possibly three times the distance ? 

Admiral Petrimer. More than that, sir. I think it is close to 48 
miles around there. 

Senator Cuavez. Forty-eight miles; so that in order to go by land 
and in order to get houisng at Cadiz you would have to travel that 
distance. 

Admiral Perrier. It is in that rough area. I don’t know the exact 
distance, but you also have to go through some very narrow streets 
there in that little town that I can’t recall the name of. 

Senator ELienper. Is there not a peninsula there ? 

Admiral Aries. Cadiz is over on the eastern side of the bay. 
lies to the west. 

Senator Exienper. In the facility around Cadiz have you provided 
for sewage and everything else in connection with the housing? 

Admiral Peurter. Yes, sir. 

Sennator Exuenper. Is the cost of that being amortized ? 


Admiral Perrter. That is part of the station facility, the naval air 
station itself. We have tied into their existing utility lines, power, 
water, sewage, and so forth. In other words, this is on the naval air 
station at Rota. 

Senator Ei.tenper. I understand, but we have the entire cost of that 
with no local contribution whatsoever ¢ 

Admiral Pew tier. That is right. 

Senator Ex:enper. Or no assistance whatever? 

Admiral Perrier. I don’t know for sure about that. 
Spanish pesetas, of course, to the extent possible. 


Rota 


We are using 
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Senator Ex.enper. I understand that, but those are Spanish pe- 
setas that we have made available for ourselves through granting the 
Spanish Government food, surplus commodities, or grants of some 
kind. 

Admiral Petrmr. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Smire. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Smith. 


NAVY POLICY ON PERSONNEL 


Senator Smirn. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that the Navy 
has a good reputation for its understanding of its personnel needs and 
following through on those needs and I want to compliment the people 
that have to do with this. I think there is something very basic here. 
Does not the housing depend largely upon the policy concerning de- 
pendents going with their men at the time of the overseas service of 
those men / 

Admiral Aires. Yes, it does. 

Senator Smiru. Would you be willing to explain that to the com- 
mittee ? 

Admiral Aires. When we send men overseas without dependents we 
restrict their cruise to 12 months. If they go with their dependents 
in some isolated place, like Adak, we extend that cruise to 18 months. 
In other places we may extend it to 2 or 3 years. It saves the rotation 
of people, gives more permanency of personnel, and transportation 
costs are less. At the same time we need more facilities there while 
we have the families there, of course. 

Senator Smiru. But in the end isn’t there an economy in this? If 
you decide on sending the dependents, and that apparently is the ques- 
tion, isn’t there an economy in having these men stay for a longer period 
in addition to the increased efficiencies ? 

Admiral Artes. There is much greater economy. We have much 
more contented, harder working men. 

Senator Cuavez. That is morale. He would rather have the family, 
the wife and the children right there and do a better job than if he 
were over here in Brooklyn somewhere. 

Admiral Ares. That is correct. 


RELATION OF HOUSING TO RETENTION PROGRAM 


Senator Smira. Mr. Chairman, on the trip I took last year I came 
back with the feeling that the housing, the personnel needs, as attended 
to by the Navy did a great deal in the retention problem. There wasn’t 
anything that would help in the retention problem quite like housing 
and facilities especially in the remote areas. 

Admiral Artes. We are very convinced of that. 


EFFECT OF HOUSE REDUCTION 


Senator Smita. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask how does 
the cut as made by the House affect the living conditions of personnel ! 
Admiral Airs. Cerainly, some of the items that they eliminted 
were very definitely i in the area of facilities for personnel. There was 
one in the housing field. An example was in the barracks and the 
mess hall at Newport, the first one on our list where they said “You 
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continue to use the ones presently there.” We are just as concerned 
about the housing of the bachelor and taking care of those, the young 
boys who are not married yet. We think if we take care of them we 
will get better work out of them, and greater career incentive. 

Senator Smrrn. You have some problems among the bachelors as 
well as the married men ? 

Admiral Arters. Yes. We think the bachelors rate just as much as 
a married man. 

Senator CHavez. You need a contented bachelor. 

Senator Smiru. I quite agree with you. 


FAMILY HOUSING AT ADAK, ALASKA 


Admiral Artes. There was the one item for family housing at 
Adak which was eliminated for which we are not asking restoration. 
At this time at this station we are reviewing the problem of whether 
we shoulld_ continue to send families up there. It is a very difficult 
problem. It is a desolate place. 

Senator Smiru. Adanivel, that seems to me the basic problem and 
it is one that must be very hard to resolve. 

Admiral Artes. We are torn between whether you want to send 
families up there or just send the men up there, for a short period, and 
bring them back, and there is much to be said for both sides. 

Senator Smiru. Did the Budget request enough money to take care 
of the personnel needs as you consider them to be? 


GREATER EMPHASIS ON PERSONNEL FACILITIES 


Admiral Atres. We are putting greater emphasis on personnel fa- 
cilities than we have in the past and we intend to increase it. The 
total amount of money in this program for personnel facilities is more 
than we had last year, and next year we intend to step it up more. As 
to the total dollars, as Senator Stennis pointed out, this is a very, 
very tight program that we have presented here. We pared it down 
to the very minimum in order to clean up a lot of the items that have 
been carr ied over from previous years. We are holding down in this 
program in order to just sort of get the top off. We had considerable 
carryover. 

Senator Smrru. Am I correct in understanding that the Budget 
did not request enough to fill the full needs as the “Navy would think 
of them being, but that the cut would be very detrimental to the overall 
program ? 

Admiral Arrs. That is correct. If we get back what we asked 
the House for we think we can continue a pretty good program. It 
is an increasing program for personnel facilities. 


PROCEDURE ON RESERVE CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Smirn. Senator Stennis mentioned the same reserve train- 
ing program. I would like to request the Navy as I did of the Army 
regarding the procedure necessary for reserve training construction 
program, so that we have a better understanding of just how it is 
set up, how the requirements are set up, how the money is obtained 
and how the locations are determined, for the record. I do not need 


29525—58 
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it now. If we could have it later as clear and as brief a statement as 
possible, I am sure the committee would appreciate it. 

Admiral Atrrs. I will be glad to put it in the record. 

(The information requested appears on p. 284.) 


JOINT UTILIZATION OF TRAINING CENTERS 


Senator SmirnH. Would you be willing to tell the committee at this 
time in reference to the joint utilization of these training centers 
if it is working out as far as the Navy is concerned ? 

Admiral Aires. I will ask Admiral Taylor to speak to that, He 
is in charge of the whole reserve program. 

Admiral Taytor. Senator, I had a statement to be presented to 
the committee later on, but I would be delighted to comment on this 
now, if you would like. 

Senator Suirxn. I would be very glad to wait for the program. I 


did not want you people to get away without having that question 
answered, 


Thank you very much. 

Senator Cuavez. You may proceed with your statement, Admiral. 

Admiral Artes. I am Rear Admiral Ailes, Director, Shore Estab- 
lishment Development and Maintenance Division. With your per- 
mission, I would like to place in the record my prepared statement 
summarizing the Navy’s funding program, and to now speak to you 
of military requirements and the need to restore to our program the 
line items not approved by the House of Representatives Committee 
on Appropriations. 

Senator Cuavez. You are going to discuss both statements? 

Admiral Aries. Yes, sir. 


PREPARED STATEMENTS 


Senator Cuavez. And you will include both statements in the 
record ? 

Admiral Atnes. Yes, sir. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT BY REAR ADM. JOHN W. Ares III, UNITED States Navy, DIREcTOR, 
SHORE ESTABLISHMENT DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTENANCE DIVISION, OFFICE OF 
THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, FOR RESTORATION TO NAVY’S FISCAL YEAR 
1959 MiuiraAry CONSTRUCTION FUNDING PROGRAM OF LINE ITEMS Not APPROVED 
BY HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the preceding Navy witnesses 
have discussed fiscal aspects of the military construction funding program. 
Rear Admiral Peltier, Chief, Bureau of Yards and Docks, will explain the 
necessity for the full amount of $360,253,000 in new obligational authority rec- 
ommended by the President for the Navy. 

With your permission, I should like to place in the record my prepared state- 
ment summarizing the Navy’s funding program, but to speak to you of military 
requirements and the need to restore to our program the line items not approved | 
by the House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations. We have pre- 
pared for your information a justification for restoration of each of these line 
items and a summary of the House committee action. 

Military construction is not what we might call a basic program. We do not, | 
for example, determine that we should provide this station with a new pier, or 
that station with a new runway, merely because the existing pier or runway 
is, say, 30 years old. Rather, the requirement for new military construction is 
generated by the urgent need to support our operating forces—to provide them 
some service or facility they need to carry out their mission, but which they 





MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 267 


do not now have and cannot obtain by any other means than by the new military 
construction. 

This has been true since the Navy’s inception. Years ago when ships changed 
from sail to steam, it was necessary to build new shore facilities to keep pace 
with the fleet. So, today, with all the rapid changes brought about by the recent 
scientific and technological advancements in motive power, weapons, communi- 
cation, etc., we must modify our shore stations to keep them up to date. We now 
have nuclear-powered ships, guided missiles, improved communication. More of 
these ships, missiles, equipment, will be added to our fleet next year and in suc- 
ceeding years. If our operating forces are to remain strong and to retain their 
combat readiness, they must have proper and adequate support by the shore 
establishment. 

In recent years the Navy initiated a revised system for development of our 
shore establishment. It included in our planning system a master plan for each 
of our shore stations. This master plan depicts, not only the existing facilities, 
but also any additional facilities which may be needed for carrying out the mis- 
sion of the station fully, in peacetime and in mobilization. As part of this system 
each station has developed a 5-year program consisting of specific line items to 
support specific Navy objectives or weapons systems. 

During the process of preparing a military construction program we carefully 
study the need for, and the scope of, each proposed line item in relation to the 
objective or weapons system it is intended to support. We examine various alter- 
nate means of satisfying the requirement, such as adaptation of existing Army, 
Navy, Air Force, other Government agency or private facilities, to serve the pur- 
pose, or even the possibility of postponement of the construction for another year. 
Only when a line item meets the various criteria and passes the critical tests of 
the Navy, Department of Defense, and the Bureau of the Budget, is it included 
in our program. However, not all line items that pass these tests are included. 
Only the most urgent items can be fitted in the program in order to conform to the 
financial plan of the Navy. All of the line items in this program you are con- 
sidering have successfully withstood this gamut of review. 

In addition to the line items in our original program we are requesting this 
committee’s approval of the following two line items which were not considered 
by the House Appropriations Committee. Both are urgently required. 





Naval Auviliary Air Station, Kingsville, Tex. (2—252-man barracks), $1,041,000 


Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, Ariz. (runway, taxiway, and land acquisition), 
$8,946,000 

The barracks at the Kingsville Station are needed to replace wornout, tempo- 
rary World War II structures. These barracks will provide decent housing for 
the enlisted men who operate and maintain the station facilities and the high- 
performance jet aircraft used for the advanced training of naval aviators prior 
to their deployment to the fleet aboard aircraft carriers. This line item is in- 
cluded in the authorization bill agreed to by the Senate and House conferees 
which was passed by the House on Tuesday, August 6. 

The Yuma station, now being transferred to the Department by the Air Force, 
will be used by marine aviators in place of the station at Mojave, Calif., at a very 
considerable monetary saving. The existing main runway requires replacement 
because of its recent failure under the load of heavy jet aircraft of the Air Force. 
This item was included in the original authorization bill passed by the Senate, 
but was not in the House bill. It was later agreed to by the House conferees and 
is approved in the conference report adopted by the House on Tuesday. 

The House Appropriations Committee reviewed the Navy’s program in the 
amount of $411,691,000. It approved line items totaling $353,369,000; and with- 
held approval of line items in the amount of $58,322,000, including $1,193,000 for 
the flag plot in the Pentagon Building. The conferees on the authorization bill 
did not approve this project, and the Navy has deleted it from the program. 

We earnestly request this committee’s approval of the Navy’s fiscal year 1959 
military construction funding program in the total amount of $411,936,000, in- 
cluding the two line items at the Kingsville and Yuma Stations, those approved by 
the House Appropriations Committee and those not approved by that commit- 
tee whose restoration to the program we have recommended. 





268 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 


STATEMENT BY REAR ADM. JOHN W. Attes, III, USN, Director, SuHore Estas- 
LISHMENT DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTENANCE DIVISION, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF 
OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, ON NAvy’s FiscaL. YEAR 1959 MiLirary CONSTRUCTION 
FUNDING PROGRAM 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Navy recommends that the 
committee approve $360,253,000 in new obligational authority and the funding 
of line items totaling $441,936,000 in our military construction program for 
fiscal year 1959. Included in the latter amount are $383,758,000 for continental 
projects and $28,178,000 for overseas projects. 

Our funding program this year is again only a part of our long-range program 
for development of the naval shore establishment extending over a 5-year period. 
As our operating forces are modernized in keeping with the many scientific and 
technological improvements of this modern era, so must we modernize our shore 
facilities which exist solely to support the operating forces. 

As the committee progresses through the review of our military construction 
projects, it will become increasingly evident that the projects are integral parts 
of various weapons systems; that they are urgently required to fulfill our mili- 
tary objectives. Pursuing this theme, the various line items in the program may 
be grouped under the following objectives which they support: 


pare Ce.) 5 ee eo be ee ae oS $230, 475, 000 
(¢): Carrier Gizike Porce.c 22 scuecsc nic $89, 028, 000 
(b) Antisubmarine Warfare________________ 22, 291, 000 
(c) Continental Air Defense_________________ 1, 350, 000 
RUA eID osteo ee 75, 869, 000 
RR i a an eo Ae 41, 937, 000 
teen, eee Mhimeic wet, others. oo. eh ea 81, 283, 000 
Sennen 1: GN ROO 5g oo ee ee oe 69, 469, 000 
4, Marine Corps program (ground and air)_----________________ 30, 709, 000 
onic cette) cele Sa pee ae 2 ee ed Re 8 Bates oe ae 411, 936, 000 


The program includes 11 classes of facilities. Each class is sponsored by a 
bureau or office of the Navy. The following is a list of these classes, the total 
amount for each, and examples of projects included in each class: 


1. Shipyard facilities, $29,599,000 


Major projects in this class are the first increment for construction of the 
carrier repair facilities at the Naval Shipyard, Bremerton, Wash.; replacement 
of two piers at the Naval Submarine Base, New London, Conn., for servicing 
modern, deep-draft submarines; and the dredging at the Naval Shipyard, San 
Francisco, Calif., which will permit for the first time, the homeporting of a large, 
angle-deck carrier at this west coast base. 


2. Fleet base facilities, $8,490,000 


This class includes a project for construction of a messhall and a elub to 
serve the needs of the large number of enlisted men at the major east coast 
homeport of Atlantic Fleet destroyers, Newport, R. I.; and a dredging project 
for safer and speedier movement of many ships in and out of the large naval 
base at Norfolk, Va. 


8. Aviation facilities, $160,498,000 


A major portion of our program is included in this class. It includes projects 
of considerable scope for the continued development of three new air stations, 
one for basic training at Meridian, Miss. ; one for fleet support at Lemoore, Calif. ; 
and one for support of the large and fast P6M seaplane, the jet-propelled Sea- 
master, at Harvey Point, N. C. It also includes a project for support of car- 
riers and their destroyer escorts at Mayport, Fla.; a project to support the 
efforts of the military services in developing and testing guided missiles and 
for training our forces in their use at the Pacific Missile Range, Point Mugu and 
Camp Cooke, Calif.; projects at the Marine Corps air facilities at New River, 
N. C., and Santa Ana, Calif., for operational training of Marines in the vertical 
envelopment concept; and projects at overseas stations in the Atlantic and 
Pacific to provide direct support of our operating forces. 


4. Supply facilities, $5,544,000 
Two projects in this class are at widely separated naval supply depots, both 


being required to supply fuel to ships of the fleet. One is at Newport, R. I., and 
the other is at Guam in the Mariana Islands. 
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5. Marine Corps facilities, $13,083,000 

The eight projects in this class are practically equally divided between the east 
and west coasts, the west coast projects being at bases in California. The 
largest portion of the projects is for replacement of wornout, temporary, World 
War II facilities, principally at the Marine Corps bases, Camp Lejeune, N. C., 
and Camp Pendleton, Calif. 
6. Ordnance facilities, $21,088,000 

This year a project is again included in this class for the continued devel- 
opment of the top priority fleet ballistic missile. Projects are also included 
at east and west coast ammunition depots for guided missile support facilities 
and for research and development of guided missile components. 


7. Service school facilities, $27,017,000 

Projects in this class include the final increment for the extension of Ban- 
croft Hall at the Naval Academy ; a nuclear power school at the Naval Training 
Center, Great Lakes, Ill.; a communication school at the San Diego Training 
Center; and the academic and administration building to replace temporary, 
makeshift facilities at the Armed Forces Staff College, Norfolk, Va. 

8. Medical facilities, $8,503,000 

The only project in this class is at the National Naval Medical Center, 
Bethesda, Md., for replacement of deteriorated, high maintenance cost hospital 
facilities and construction of a radiation exposure evaluation building. 

9. Communication facilities, $40,572,000 

This class includes 1 continental and 3 overseas projects directly related to a 
highly regarded weapons system of the Navy. The continental project is for 
continuance of the development of the naval radio station in Washington 
County, Maine. 

10. Office of Naval Research facilities, $63,692,000 

There are two projects in this class. One of these will provide for extension 
of nuclear research facilities at the Naval Research Laboratory, D. C. The 
other project is classified and is one on which testimony has been presented 
in previous years. 

11. Yards and docks facilities, $33,850,000 

In the main, projects in this class have navywide application. Included are 
projects at specific locations, Norfolk, Va., and Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, for 
eonstruction of utilities and such general support projects as are required for 
planning and design, replacement of damaged facilities, correction of inade- 
quate family housing and access roads. This completes my summary of the 
Navy’s funding program. 

Detailed explanations have been provided the staff of the committee. De- 
tailed information on each station and each line item in the program are con- 
tained in the two books which have been furnished to the committee. I shall be 
available throughout the hearings to answer any questions which the committee 
may wish to ask about the program or any project included in it. 


RESTORATION OF LINE ITEMS 


Admiral Aries. We have prepared for your information a justifica- 
tion for restoration of each of these line items and a summary of the 
House committee action. 

Military construction is not what we might call a basic program. 
We do not, for example, determine that we should provide this sta- 
tion with a new pier or that station with a new runway merely because 
the existing pier or runway is, say, 30 years old. Rather, the require- 
ment for new military construction is generated by the urgent need to 
support our operating force, to provide them some service or facility 
they need to carry out their mission, but which they do not have and 
cannot obtain by any other means than by the new military construc- 
tion. This has been true since the Navy’s inception. 
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I would like to brief our basic program in this way and this is on the 
second page of my summary statement. 


FLEET OPERATIONS PROJECTS 


In this program we have for “Fleet operations” projects totaling 
$230,475,000. These are divided up into carrier striking forces, $89 
million; antisubmarine warfare, $22 million; continental air defense, 
$1 million; training, $75,869,000; and logistics, $41,937,000. 


MISSILES PROGRAM 


The second major breakdown is in missiles, fleet ballistic and others, 
$81,283,000. Research and development, $69,469,000; and Marine 
Corps program, ground and air, $30,709,000, making the total $411,- 
936,000. 
I think that most clearly shows the purpose of the items in this 
program which make up the total. 
Senator Cuavez. Any questions, Senator Ellender? Senator Sten- 
nis? | 
Senator Srennts. I yield to Senator Ellender if he cares to question. 
Senator Ertenper. I don’t have any questions. 
Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, I have a very brief question 
here on one item that IT happen to be personally familiar with. 
You are recommending the restoration of all of these funds that 
were reduced by the House except one item that failed to survive the 
authorization bill, that Flagplot; is that correct ? 
Admiral Ares. There are 2 or 3 other items we are not reclaim- 
ing, sir. The reduction of $25,000 in the parachute shop at the Naval 
Air Station, New Iberia. We think we can get a satisfactory para- 
chute shop for that $140,000. 


MOJAVE, CALIF., AND YUMA, ARIZ., ITEM 


Senator Stennis. Anyway, on this Mojave, Calif. and Yuma, Ariz. 
setup, Mr. Chairman, that is a matter that we went into and it is 
not in the House appropriation bill, is that right? They did not re- 
ject it? 

Admiral Atrs. No, sir, they never considered it. 

Senator Srennis. I think it is an important item, Mr. Chairman, 
and it is really a saving of money because it involves a shift of funds. 
I believe it reduces the ‘expenditure for this purpose about $30 million 
or maybe more. I think I ought to say here that we have personal 
knowledge of that and it certainly ought to be included. I notice 
Secretary Bantz’s statement, Mr. Chairman, on page 1 referred to 
the fact that certain operational requirements that he deemed urgent 
were in this bill and I note that some items were left out by the House. 

I refer to an air station that IT am familiar with in Mississippi 
which is now in the process of construction at the dirt-moving stage, 
and the House passed on a hangar as a part of that construction pro- 
gram for the current fiscal year -and on the proof before them then, as 
T understand, they did not reject it, but merely deferred it because 
you had some new plans under consideration and new specifications. 

Admiral, will you cover that particularly and point out what the 
situation is on that item? 
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NAVAL AUXILIARY STATION, MERIDIAN, MISS. 


Admiral Ares. The House committee withheld approval of the 
two line items indicated at the Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Me- 


ridian, Miss., the hangar and enlisted men’s swimming pool. Their 
statement was: 


The Navy is presently studying the feasibility of a new design for hangar 
construction at a unit cost considerably lower than that requested for the 
hangar at this location. Pending the development of these plans the committee 
fails to see the need for appropriation for this hangar. 

Subsequent to our hearing in the House the hangar design has been 
agreed to, completely approved, and instead of the $4,109,000 which 
we asked ‘for in the House committee, we have reduced our item there 
to $2,769,000. We hope to have that restored to the funding list in 
that amount so we can go ahead with that hangar. 


ADVANCED HANGAR DESIGN 


Senator Stennis. These new designs came in and I believe you said 
you employed an architectural and engineering firm and they had 
submitted this new plan and new specification. 

Admiral Arrs. That is correct. 

Senator Stennis. Do you deem the new one will serve the same pur- 
poses without any diminution in value and service as the old teat 

Admiral Attes. We feel it will serve the purpose even better than 
the old design. 

Senator Stennis. This is an advanced design then ? 

Admiral Artes. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. You say that you hope it will be restored. Asa 
matter of fact, unless you get this you can’t operate the field, can you ? 

Admiral Artes. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Srennis. Is it going to be a naval air training station ? 

Admiral Attrs. Yes, sir; we will conduct basic training in jet air- 
craft there. 

Senator Stennis. So this is an essential part of your operation the 
same as runways? 

Admiral Atrrs. That is exactly right. The planes must be han- 
gared. 

Senator Stennis. And that is the one that the Secretary referred 
to as being an urgent operational facility ? 

Admiral Attxes. Yes, sir. 


SWIMMING POOL FOR ENLISTED MEN 


Senator Srennis. You had an item there for that same station of 
$169,000 for a swimming pool for the enlisted men. One of the rea- 
sons for this station is you are just having to get out in the country, 
So toy speak, are you not, for these jet trainers to have operating room 

vay from cities and av ray from commercial airlines? 

"haere Airs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Srennis. And this is one that is located way out in the 
country ? 

Admiral Artes. This is 15 miles out of town. 

Senator Stennis. So unless you have some kind of facilities for 
recreation, and for training, and special swimming that you put your 
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airmen through, there just won’t be anywhere that you can turn for 
an alternative; isn’t that correct? 

Admiral Ames. That is correct. I am afraid we were remiss in 
not going into the use of this pool more. I think we left the House 
committee with the idea that it is purely for recreation. There are 
the additional and major uses of this pool for physical fitness and 
for survival training of the personnel who will be on this station. 

Senator Stennis. As a matter of fact, you are going to train these 
young aviators there, the men who fly the planes on and off the 
carriers ? 

Admiral Atrzs. Yes, sir. 


SURVIVAL AT SEA TRAINING 


Senator Stennis. Does that include special training in survival at 
sea in swimming and taking care of them? 

Admiral ArrEs. That is part of their course; yes, sir. 

er Srennis. Will that actually be taught in that swimming 
pool ? 

Admiral Atres. This will be the pool where swimming and sur- 
vival training will take place; yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Young. 

Senator Youne. I have no questions. Thank you. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions to ask, except 
I would like to know what the schedule is for tomorrow. 

Senator Cuavez. We are going to meet at 10 o’clock. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, I shall not be able to be with you. 
Do I understand that the Air Force is to appear tomorrow? 

Senator Cuavez. We are going to have a meeting on Monday, and 
if you care to ask some questions of the Air Force we will have them 
here so you can ask them questions. 


DULUTH AIR FORCE INSTALLATION 


Senator Tuyr. That is fine, for this reason. The item for the 
Duluth installation was stricken from the House bill, and I would 
like to discuss that, Mr. Chairman, before we complete the hearings 
on this appropriation. 

If you have the Air Force before us on Monday, then I can take 
the Duluth item up at that time. 

Senator CuAvez. We will have them here. 

Senator Tuyr. Thank you. I wanted to be certain that I would 
have an opportunity to question them. 

Senator CuHavez. Senator Smith, I believe that there is one item in 
Maine that was mentioned in one of the statements. Would you care 
to ask anything about that? 

Senator Smrrn. No; I will leave that to the Navy until further 
development. 

Thank you very much. 


DISPOSAL OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Senator Cuavez. Senator Dworshak. 
Senator Dworsnax. Very briefly, Mr. Chairman. 


: 
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Mr. Bentz, in your statement you referred to disposals of surplus 
property in your Shore Establishment and indicated that there were 
50 in fiscal year 1956 and 89 in the first 3 quarters of fiscal year 1958. 

Mr. Bantz. That was actually 110 for the full year. 

Senator DworsHak. And you also stated that you have under con- 
sideration a new procedure for the processing of excess property with- 
in the Navy Department which holds out the promise of speeding up 
considerably the disposal process. I would like to have you elaborate 
a little bit in the way of recovering funds. 

Are you getting fairly good value for the disposals, or are you 
making sacrifices ¢ 

Mr. Bianvrz. In this new program we speak of, the Navy was author- 
ized 15 test projects. I don’t think we have disposed of one of them 
as yet. 

Senator DworsHax. Are you selling these to private persons? 

Mr. Banrz. First they must be offered in the regular way, of course, 
to the other services. I don’t think final disposition has been made of 
any of them as yet. This is a new program. 


SURPLUS DISPOSAL BY GSA 


Senator DworsHak. Referring to the former program, what are you 
recovering, the original cost, the replacement, or what? 

Mr. Banrz. The chairman asked that question before, Senator. I 
told him that those properties are being disposed of by the General 
Services Administration, and we would get from them figures on the 
funds that they recover. 

Senator Dworsuak. Is the money covered in the Treasury ? 

Mr. Banrtz. Yes, sir. 


NAVAL ORDNANCE PLANT AT POCATELLO, IDAHO 


Senator Dworsnak. Are you acquainted with the naval ordnance 
plant at Pocatello? 

Mr. Benrz. I have never seen it, sir. 

Senator Dworsuax. Who is? I have been seeking patiently to get 
some information concerning the prospective full utilization of that 
facility which was built during World War II. You have a skeleton 
crew, and it is used partially now to take care of contracts for the 
Atomic Energy Commission at the Arco, Idaho, installation, and so 
on, but I have been interested in finding out why the Navy doesn’t 
utilize that splendid plant or make facilities available to either the 
Army or the Air Force. 

Frequently we read about new missiles plants and different instal- 
lations being constructed by the various services and yet we have 
this development, I think, of about $35 million at Pocatello, and I 
wonder if you are overlooking the possibility of utilizing that plant 
or what is in prospect Can you give me a little information ? 

Admiral Atmrs. We have Captain Small, from the Bureau of 
Ordnance. 

Captain Sma. I am not personally too familiar with Pocatello. 
However, it is somewhat like the Naval Gun Factory. Its primary 
purpose was to manufacture large naval guns of 16-inch variety. 
They do have some splendid shops. They don’t lend themselves very 
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well to conversion and use of our new ordnance. The Bureau of 
Ordnance has been very anxious to get industry interested in those 
shops. So far we have had little success in that direction. 


RECAPTURE CLAUSE 


Senator Dworsuax. You always insert a recapture clause, don’t 
you, so that if you sold it to some private firm, in case of emergency 
the Navy might insist upon reusing it? 

Captain Smauu. If the Navy requires it for mobilization. This 
requirement may drop out soon, too. 

Senator Dworsuak. Mr. Chairman, you have heard me inquire on 
different occasions of different officials and officers of the different 
departments regarding this installation and the lack of specific in- 
formation, it seems to me, would indicate that not much of an effort 
is being made to utilize that facility. It seems to have been over- 
looked more or less and I should like to make an appeal to you, Mr. 
Bantz, whether it comes within your jurisdiction I do not know, but 
it seems to me that someone ought to be designated to make a real 
and thorough study and survey to ascertain what may be done to 
utilize that valuable installation. 

The Government has that development and something ought to 
be done with it. 

SURVEY OF INSTALLATION 


Senator Cuavez. I think, Mr. Secretary, that it is a very fair re- 
quest. I know that in many instances w ith respect to the Air Force 
and the Army, and I would think that in this instance it would apply 
to the Navy, some installations, while they may not fit the particular 
project for which they were constructed for, could be utilized in an- 
other different line of endeavor and I do hope that you make a good 
survey and detail someone over there to make a complete survey as 
to the possibilities and capabilities of the installation and not let it 
stay there practically empty. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, may I join in that request? I 
have been through that magnificent plant. I am not versed in such 
things, but I have never seen a more formidable or a finer setup of 
its kind, with tremendous presses, cranes, and everything, which I 
am sure was the most modern at its time, and it is just pitiful to me 
that a $35 million plant would sit there without any utilization 
whatsoever. 

Senator DworsHak. It is being partially used, of course? 

Senator Stennis. Yes, that is right; but a greater part of it is not 
being used. 

Senator DworsHak. That is right. 

Mr. Banrz. Admiral Wilson, who is Deputy Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions for Logistics, has that as one of his duties and he is constantly 
surveying all of our plants to see if we can do any cross usage be- 
tween the service or whether we can effectively utilize them within 
the service. 

UTILIZATION OF EXISTING PLANTS 


Senator Dworsuak. I realize some of the machinery may be out- 
moded because you don’t rebore these large guns any more, and the 
captain said, but you have the memory and equipment which can be 
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utilized in other ways and you have the fine installation, the buildings, 
the warehouses; and I read frequently about one of the services put- 
ting in a missile plant, buying new land, expensive land, and erectin 
buildings, and it seems to me when you have the facility there it woulc 
certainly be economical and advisable, even if you had to provide 
new equipment and modernize it for the specific installation or project 
that you have in mind, but little has been done in utilizing that and 
it seems to me that we ‘ought to make a determination as soon as pos- 
sible. 

Mr. Banrz. I will be glad to look into it personally. We are doing 
what you say here. Admiral Ailes mentioned the Marine Corps air 
station at Mojave. The Air Force has turned Yuma over to us for 
use in lieu of Mojave. I think that is an example of the type of thing 
we are trying to do. 

Senator Dworsuax. You talk about facilities for more modern 
planning and construction. Of course, wherever you put in new 
installations you have to have new, modern machinery and it doesn’t 
seem to me that it justifies the misuse personally of an installa- 
tion like that. If you go to missiles or any other program, you have 
to install new machinery, whether you do it there or in some new 
installation ; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Banrz. Yes, sir. I would be glad to check into it personally 
and at your convenience come up and discuss it with you. 

Senator Dworsuak. I will appreciate that. Thank you. 

Senator Cuavez. Admiral Peltier. 


Bureau or YArpDs AND Docks 


STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. E. J. PELTIER, CHIEF, BUREAU OF 
YARDS AND DOCKS 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Admiral Pettrrer. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement that I would 
like to read. 

Iam Rear Adm. FE. J. Peltier, Chief of Civil Engineers of the Navy. 

This is my first appearance before this committee as Chief of the 
Bureau of Yards and Docks. I wish to assure you of my acute aware- 
ness of my responsibility for providing you with meaningful data, 
by which you may judge our administration of the appropriations 
which you have granted. 

Senator Cuavez. Before you proceed any further, you are in the 
construction end of the Navy ? 

Admiral Pettter. That is right, sir. 


FUNCTIONS OF BUREAU 


As the committee knows, the Bureau of Yards and Docks is respon- 
sible for the design and construction of the buildings and facilities 
for the Navy Department authorized and appropriated for under the 
title “Military construction, Navy.” As Chief of the Bureau, I would 
like to report briefly to the committee on the status of this program. 

The Bureau of Yards and Docks and its field organizations actively 
participate in the development of the construction programs from 
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their inception by furnishing technical services, feasibility studies, 
preliminary engineering, and cost estimates. This participation con- 
tinues through all levels of screening and review. The individual 
items in this budget with minimum exception have been advance 
planned by private architects and engineers, on the basis of require- 
ments established by the several Bureaus, to insure realistic price 
estimates to produce strictly functional facilities with a durability 
consistent with their missions. 


BUDGET RESTRICTIONS 


During fiscal year 1958 the necessity to control expenditures required 
that only the highest priority projects, such as requirements for the 
Polaris program be undertaken during the first half of the fiscal year 
and the remainder of the program scheduled for the last half. Thus, 
obligations during the first three-quarters of this year were below 
normal but we met our contractual obligation plan by the end of the 
year. 

Pursuant to the House action on the military construction appro- 
priation bill, the Navy is requesting consideration of a funding pro- 
gram totaling to $411.9 million. For proper balance between program 
and funds, a new appropriation of $360.3 million is manioell ince 
the House bill provides an appropriation substantially less than is 
now requested, I would like to elaborate somewhat on our overall 
financial situation. Also, inasmuch as the House Appropriations 
Committee report indicates a desire to see a greater utilization of 
carryover funds, I would like to discuss this point in some detail. 


CARRYOVER FUND 


As indicated on the chart attached hereto, we ended fiscal year 
1958 with a carryover of approximately $143 million. 

Senator Cuavez. This chart is in the back of your statement? 

Admiral Perrier. Yes, sir. 

Adding to this the $360 million new appropriation requested, we 
would have a total available of $503 million. Our plan is to enter 
into contractual obligations during fiscal year 1959 amounting to 
approximately $381 million, which would result in a carryover of 
$122 million at the end of fiscal year 1959. 

As can be seen from the attached chart, our year end carryover is 
being steadily reduced; from $186 million at the close of fiscal year 
1956 to $178 million in 1957, to $143 million in 1958, to an estimated 
$122 million at the end of fiscal year 1959. Although all of these 
amounts appear to be substantial, two important factors should be 
taken into consideration in any analysis of carryover funds, namely— 

(a) the amounts required to complete work in progress; and 

(5) the need for a reasonable uncommitted balance to permit 
us to pursue an orderly award schedule during the interim period 
between the end of each fiscal year and the time new funds 
become available. 


DEPARTMENTAL FULL FUNDING POLICY 


As the committee is no doubt aware, it is the policy of the Depart- 
ment of Defense to insure that there are sufficient funds set aside to 


a | 
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complete all work that has been started before releasing funds for 
new work. This principle of full funding of course is intended to 
prevent more work being started than can be completed within the 
total funds available. At the time the first construction contract is 
awarded for an individual item, to all intents and purposes, we obli- 
gate such additional funds as may be estimated to be required for— 

(a) the procurement and installation of collateral equipment; 

(6) to pay for inspection and administrative expenses; 

(c) such additional construction contracts as may be required 

to make it a fully usable facility ; and 

(d) unforeseen change orders. 

To be sure the funds thus set aside are not actually obligated in a 
strict financial sense, but the effect is substantially the same; they may 
not be used for any new work. It is not unusual for us to use two or 
more construction contracts for a given item, nor is it unusual to have 
long lead time collateral equipment delivered well after construction 
work has begun. As a general rule, we find that most of our work 
involves several contractual actions, spaced over a period of from sev- 
eral months to more than a year in the case of large jobs. 

The attached chart shows that most of the funds which are carried 
over at the end of each fiscal year are required to complete items of 
construction which were started prior to the end of the year. Of the 
balance which remained at the end of the fiscal year 1957, $144 million 
was required to complete work which had been started prior to July 1, 
1957. Our estimate of $95 million which we are obligated to set aside 
to complete work which was under way at the end of fiscal year 1958, 
takes into account the fact that we awarded fewer contracts during 
fiscal year 1958 than in the past 2 years. 


PLANNED AWARD PATTERN FOR CURRENT YEAR 


This figure includes both remaining amounts required to complete 
the work which was underway at the end of fiscal year 1957 and 
amounts estimated to be needed to finish items which were placed 
under contract during the fiscal year 1958. Similarly the estimate of 
$85 million needed to complete work in progress of the close of fiscal 
year 1959 is based upon our planned award pattern for the current 
year. 

FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR NEW STARTS 


The chart indicates that we are carrying over $48 million into fiscal 
year 1959 which is available for new starts, and that an estimated $37 
million will be available for new work at the beginning of fiscal year 
1960. I consider both of these to be conservative amounts to sustain a 
normal schedule of new contract awards during the first 2 months of 
the fiscal year, until new ee are enacted and apportioned 
for our use. Unless a reasonable amount of uncommitted money is 
available for this purpose, we are obliged to delay or defer contract 
awards during the first quarter, and thus start work later in the year 
when the weather is less favorable for construction. 

Inasmuch as the $48 million uncommitted at the beginning of fiscal 
year 1959 is required to fund previously authorized and ‘approved 

items which were in an apportioned status at the close of the past 
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fiscal year, none of these moneys will be available to pay for items 


included in the fiscal year 1959 funding program which is nowebefore 
the committee. 


EFFECT OF HOUSE REDUCTIONS 


If the reduced appropriation which appears in the House bill is 
enacted into law, it will be necessary to curtail contract awards during 
fiscal year 1959 by an amount approximately equivalent to the $85.5 
million reduction in appropriations. 

Senator Cuavez. You don’t have to cancel; you just curtail ? 

Admiral Petrmr. We curtail. That is right, sir. I will be present 


throughout these hearings, and will be glad to provide any additional 
information. 


(The chart referred to follows :) 
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MERIDIAN, MISS., TRAINING STATION 


Senator Cuavez. Senator Stennis? 

Senator Srennis. I think these matters have been covered. Ad- 
miral Peltier and Admiral Ailes handle these matters before our com- 
mittee and always do a complete job. As I said, this is a rather 
austere program to begin with, I think, for the Navy this year. I 
think they have covered it. 

I have one question I would like to ask Admiral Peltier about the 
construction. I get inquiries about this auxiliary training station 
down at Meridian, as he knows. As I understand, you left out the 
cross-wind runway in the original construction plan there, or de- 
ferred it. 

Are you familiar with that particular item, Admiral? 

Admiral Prnrmr. Yes, sir. It is scheduled. I would prefer to 
have the requirements people talk to that, Senator Stennis. They 
are the ones that give us the schedule on that. 

Admiral Attzs. That is in our plan for the 1960 program. 

Senator Srennis. The fact that it was deferred is not to minimize 
its importance; is that correct? 

Admiral Arts. No, sir; not at all. 

Senator Stennis. Why wasn’t that scheduled along with the other 
runways? 

Admiral Attzs. The construction of that runway was deferred until 
next year because of the overall schedule of building that station, the 
time phasing in it. It will fit better in our schedule for completion 
of the whole station if we wait until next year to do that runway. 
It could well still be finished some 6 months before the station goes 
into operation. 

PLANS FOR NEW HANGAR 


Admiral Perrier. Incidentally, Senator, we have the hangar plans 
under final design and we will have them ready about the ist of 
December, for this new hangar. 

Senator Stennis. If you get the restoration of this money there 
will be no actual delay there? 

Admiral Pretrrer. No,sir. We will award in the third quarter. 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, this additional word about Ad- 
miral Peltier. He came in here as Chief of the Bureau of Yards and 
Docks in February, I believe, or sometime recently. He certainly 
has a tremendous grasp of his worldwide job and is doing an excellent 
work for the Navy, I think. 

He is certainly helpful to the committee. 

Senator Cuavez. I agree with you. 

Senator Smith ? 

ROTATION POLICY COSTS 


Senator Smirn. I would just like to go back to the housing again 
and ask Admiral or Mr. Secretary if there has ever been any study 
made as to the difference in final costs where you have the housing 
and dependents are permitted to go with the men, or where you are 
constantly rotating the men, the cost both in money and in efficiency. 
I don’t expect you to answer that, but I would be interested personally 
= know sometime if you have ever made such a study and what it 
shows. 
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Mr. Bantz. We would be very happy to. 

Admiral Ares. It is a most difficult thing to put a dollar sign on 
efficiency, but on the cost of transportation of people we have definitely 
put that dollar figure down. 

Senator Smirx. Not for the record particularly, but I think it would 
be very interesting, Mr. Chairman, to know, because it seems to me in 
the long run there is much saved in keeping the man on the job for 
awhile after he gets accustomed to his job and is not unhappy waiting 
to go back home, that there is some economy in it as well as efficiency. 


SAVINGS ON TRAINING COSTS 


Admiral Ares. Captain Schumacher here who has charge of m 
housing office has made studies in almost every way you can think of, 
Senator Smith. One of his recent studies showed that the $43 million 
it would cost us to acquire all the Wherry housing connected with our 
posts at various places, is equivalent to the replacement training costs 
of 2,200 petty officers and 100 pilots. In other words if we acquired 
this housing and as a result of having it induced these men to stay on 
in the Navy the costs to the taxpayers would be about an even break. 

Senator Smiru. Very interesting. 

Admiral Ares. If you save that many men it would offset the cost 
of the housing. 

Senator Smiru. Yes, indeed. I was thinking particularly about 
this Adak situation. If there was ever a remote area that is it, I 
would say, and whether to send the dependents or not is a question 
that must be settled by Navy policy. I think they should go, but it 
is a matter of Navy decision. 

Admiral Arves. This deferral is just a deferral subject to the stud 
that we are making on the future policy. They may be in the bill 
next year before the House. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you. 

Senator Smiru. Thank you. 

Senator Cuavez. Admiral Taylor. 

Admiral Taytor. To save the committee’s time I could summarize 
my statement. It is about two and a half pages. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Cuavez. All right. If you have a longer statement give 
it for the record and you summarize it. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. JOHN McNay TayYLor, UNITED STATES Navy, ASSIST- 
ANT CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (NAVAL RESERVE) 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, it is a pleasure for me to appear before you today 
in support of the Naval Reserve forces facilities program. Our request for 
fiscal year 1959 amounts to $8 million new obligational authority associated 
with an $11,314,000 funding program to support the requirements for both the 
Naval and Marine Corps Reserve programs. 

In past years a total of $82.7 million has been appropriated to fund the con- 
struction authorized by Public Law 783-81. Due to many difficulties encoun- 
tered in matters of real estate, joint utilization, standardization of criteria, and 
the like, the rate of obligations was lower than desired during the initial years 
of operation. However, as may be seen in table I (attached hereto), this rate 
through fiscal year 1957 has been accelerating and all major problems have been 
largely overcome. It may be noted that the 1958 total is lower than 1957. 

29525 O—58——_19 
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This is based solely upon the necessity to remain within expenditure and obli- 
gations limits. 

During fiscal year 1958, actual obligations were $13 million. A total of $70 
million has been obligated for this program through fiscal year 1958. 

We are now virtually at a sufficiency as far as numbers of facilities are con- 
cerned. Only one additional training center is planned; this as a replacement 
in Manhattan for a training ship we were forced to evacuate a few years ago 
due to its dangerously deteriorated condition. 

However, many of the activities now in use are World War II vintage build- 
ings converted to reserve training and are of temporary type construction, while 
others are occupied on a lease basis from nongovernmental activities. Most of 
these two categories will ultimately require replacement. Coupled with the 
foregoing, the facilities program must keep pace with up-to-date training equip- 
ment and procedures. Thus, modernization and rehabilitation of existing facil- 
ities is a continuing requirement. 

Our plans for the future envision only replacement and modernization of 
facilities. Further, we plan to replace only those facilities which have a well- 
attended, virile training program, and where replacement is necessitated by lease 
provisions, high annual costs of maintenance, or advanced deterioration. 

The facilities program consists of three budget activities: 

(a) The Naval Reserve aviation program, which also supports Marine Corps 
Reserve aviation, is composed of 22 activities. Six of these are Naval Air 
Reserve training units situated on regular air stations and the remainder are 
Reserve air stations. Our foreseeable requirements to keep these activities in 
step with the demands of modern aircraft and associated equipment amounts 
to $125 million. This includes replacement of those buildings which are de- 
teriorated beyond economical repair, modernization of other buildings, and mod- 
ernization of operations facilities. 

(b) The Naval Reserve surface program consists of 319 training centers and 
facilities, and 184 electronic facilities and stations. A major effort is now 
under way to reorganize sizable segments of the surface program into crews 
ready on short notice to man antisubmarine-warfare ships for immediate aug- 
mentation of the fleet in an emergency. This will necessitate the providing of 
some berthing facilities and dockside services in conjunction with the adjacent 
training centers. Modernization and replacement of overage temporary build- 
ings, previously mentioned, is required. The total foreseeable requirements for 
the Naval Reserve surface program are estimated at $29 million. 

(c) The Marine Corps Reserve ground facilities establishment consists of 231 
training centers, 163 of which are combined with the Naval Reserve training 
centers mentioned above. Although no additional centers are required, replace- 
ment, expansion or modernization of some of the present facilities is urgently 
required. Foreseeable needs are estimated to cost about $8 million. 

Thus, there is a foreseeable requirement of $162 million for the overall 
program. 

We are requesting $8 million in new obligational authority for fiscal year 
1959. As shown in table II, we have a carryover into fiscal year 1959 of $12.7 
million of prior-year obligational authority. Thus a total of $20.7 million will 
be available, of which we propose to obligate $15 million, leaving a carryover 
into fiscal year 1960 of $5.7 million. This will provide the minimum of funds 
necessary to permit an uninterrupted obligation schedule during the first quar- 
ter of fiscal year 1960. 

We are also requesting funding approval on line items in the amount of $9,764,- 
000. Approval for each of these items is included in title VI, H. R. 13015. In 
addition, a total of $1,550,000 is needed to provide for planning and architectural 
services, minor new construction, replacement of damaged facilities, or emergency 
construction as provided for in H. R. 13015. A summary of this proposal is pro- 
vided in table ITI. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared remarks. I shall be happy to 
answer any questions you may have on this program. 
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TABLE I.—Obligations of funds by fiscal year 





Millions 

TOG. cs a a a ee a ee ee $7.6 

WO seksbsiisneei cis. adie chit Lida ope aan eee ae 15. 2 

Tt ath a kkk ik en dite ieee ei ne eeiteenietaa eee 14.8 

TI ise ek ee a he Si ee ee 19. 4 

TES Centimefed) se el) he Ea et 13. 0 

ote) cic! t crane’ she np hhh hn Shai bin LSet iets dhitlghe ania ail gcameinima 70. 0 
TABLE II.—Status of obligational authority 

Millions 


Appropriations through fiscal year 1958 (under authorization of Public 
Law 783/81) 


Obligations through fiscal year r 1958 CORRON a. eo a ae — 








Obligational authority carried forward into fiscal year 1959 (estimated). 12.7 





New obligational authority requested, fiscal year 1959___-__.___-__-_____ 
Estimated obligational authority available, fiscal year 1959________ 20. 7 
Estimated obligations, fiscal yeat 2000.4 idsanemntnnmdnenanten~chtithonne 15. 0 





Obligational authority carried forward into fiscal year 1960 (esti- 
mated) 5.7 
TaBse IJI.- rs of proposed funding 
eae r 
| 











Number of Cost 
line items 
Naval Reserve, aviation................---.-_-- 21 | $6,178,000 
Naval Reserve, surface 15 | 2, 430, 000 
Marine Corps Reserve, ground - - 4 | 1, 156, 000 
General provisions: Archite ct services, minor new construction, ‘replacement | 
of damaged facilities, or emergency construction. _- 1, 550, 000 
Total | | 11, 314, 000 
NAVY RESERVE CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
Admiral Taytor. Yes, sir. I shall supply the full statement for the 


record. I represent the separate appropriation for the reserve con- 
struction program in the Navy, which includes naval aviation and the 
Marine Corps. 

Our request this year is for $8 million of new obligational authority 
with a $11,314,000 funding program. In the past, $82.7 million has 
been appropriated for this purpose and $70 million of this has been 
obligated throughout the last fiscal year, up to July 1 of this year. 
Our numbers of facilities are nearly adequate, except for 1 station in 
Manhattan, 1 training center, which is actually a replacement for a 
vessel that was so worn out that it had to be discarded some years ago, 
but replacement and modernization is necessary and this is all that we 
are asking for. This is due to obsolescence, old age, very large upkeep 
costs, saiaat problems, primarily. 

The Naval Reserve aviation program, which supports the Marine 
Air Reserve, has a new requirement or a foreseeable requirement of 
$125 million, the surface requirements, $29 million, and the Marine 
Corps ground requirements, $8 million, with a total foreseeable re- 
quirement of $162 million for all services. 
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This is what we might consider about a 10-year program and with 
the 8 million in NOA requested this year and $12.7 million carryover 
from last year, we would have $20.7 million available for obligation, 
of which we intend to obligate $15 million, subject to your will, and 
will have a $5.7 million carryover into 1960, which we consider just 
about the minimum for an orderly program. 

We are requesting a total funding program of $11,314,000, which 
would include $9.7 million for line items, and about $1.5 million for 
general provisions. This is architect fees, advanced planning, and so 
forth. With respect to Senator Smith’s question, I have here a short 
summary of the joint use. 


JOINT USE OF FACILITIES 


In the air facilities, 100 percent are jointly used. In the surface 
facilities, 74 percent, and 10 percent in the electronics facilities. The 
reason for the low percentage in electronics is that these are largely 
just single room or very small leased spaces in public buildings, and 
so forth, which are not susceptible to joint use. 

We only lease them for a given time each week. 


PROCEDURE ON TRAINING CENTERS 


Senator Smirn. Admiral, you will provide the committee with a 
statement as to procedure on the training centers, how they get them, 
how the locations are determined ? 

Admiral Taytor. Yes; I would be happy to summarize that very 
briefly now. 

Senator SmiTH. Well, I would like it for the record. I will leave 
that to the chairman. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE HEARINGS ON FiscaL YEAR 1959 MCNRF 


Since the Naval Reserve has reached its ceiling of 530,000 Ready Reservists 
(of which 135,000 are in a drill-pay status), expansion of the overall Reserve 
training facilities program is not programed. However, a very large per- 
centage of the facilities now in use are World War II surplus or are leased 
from non-Federal agencies. Due to deterioration of age, obsolescence caused 
by advanced technology, or unfavorable lease conditions, many of the present 
facilities must be replaced or extensively modernized. 

The initial determination of need is made by the respective field commanders. 
These needs are evaluated one against the other by responsible offices in the 
Navy Department. The most urgent items for support of the most virile 
teserve units are presented annually for congressional approval. 

Each project is reviewed at the local level by the respective State Reserve 
Forces Facilities Board to determine the feasibility of: (a) Joint use of other 
facilities, (b) availability of other services’ excess facilities, (c) joint con- 
struction with other components, and (d) the adequacy of manpower potential 
in the area to meet the needs of all components. The recommendations of the 
State Board are subject to review in the Navy Department and in the De- 
partment of Defense where joint use or joint construction is further explored: 

This program is reviewed by the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 
(Shore Station Development Board), the Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy (Material), the Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Finan- 
cial Management), the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties 
and Installations), the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comp- 


troller), and the Bureau of the Budget prior to inclusion in the President’s 
budget. 
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APPROVAL OF PROGRAMING OF RESERVE TRAINING CENTERS 


Senator SmirH. Yes; thank you very much. I wondered if the 
Department of Defense has to approve the programing of your Reserve 
training centers ? 

Admiral Taytor. It certainly does; yes. 

Senator Smiru. Is there any delay along the way from the time 
you program a Reserve training center to the time you let construc- 
tion ? 

Admiral Tayvor. Is there delay? 

Senator Smiru. Yes. 

Admiral Tayvor. Yes; there is a delay, but we have gradually cut 
it down toa minimum. We had a very poor record in the early days 
right after the war in this field because of the difficulties of planning 
and of leasing. We get together with the local people and so forth. 
But this is, I think, now all cleared up, and we are on a very orderly 
basis and very businesslike one. 

Senator Smrru. I should have said unnecessary delay. I wondered 
where the delay was. 

Admiral Taytor. I wouldn’t say that there was any unnecessary 
delay. It is a very orderly program, and we are quite satisfied with 
the procedure. 

Senator Smiru. Were you going to ask a question, Senator Stennis? 

Senator Stennis. Goahead. I would like you to ask. 


LIMITATION ON FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Smirn. I notice in the military construction conference re- 
port that the appropriation facilities construction provided by section 
603 with respect to Reserve components of the Armed Forces may 
not exceed the Department of the Navy, Naval and Marine Corps Re- 
serve, $11,886,000. Is that about the figure you are coming through 
with in the final analysis? 

Admiral Taytor. Yes, Senator; that is just about it. 

Senator Smirn. I have great respect, and have had through the 
years, for the Reserve training program and Reserve program, gen- 
erally, in the Navy. I would lke to have the record show that. I 
think that the effort is made and largely carried through in the Navy 
Reserve training program. 

Admiral Tayvor. Thank you very much, Senator. 


RESERVE PROGRAM IN RURAL AREAS 


Senator Stennis. May I also express my respect for the program, 
and my regrets that it doesn’t reach far enough or more effectively 
into a relatively rural State like my own, although I know you have 
quite a job in getting enough men to form a real unit. We have 
quite a few very fine World War IT naval officers and OTC men that 
became officers in north Mississippi that train in Memphis, as I under- 
stand. I think you might well spread around and take advantage of 
a lot of men that live in the interior and small cities that you are 
missing now. Do you have charge of the planning of those programs? 

Admiral Taytor. I am what may be called the coordinator of all 


Reserve programs, and I do not attempt to run them all! in every 
detail. 
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Senator Stennis. I am told that you can’t establish one in various 
places because you don’t have enough men. You could establish some 
small ones, it seems to me, and that will go toward attracting men 
and these young lawyers and others that are interested. 

I know there is quite a problem involved, but it seems to me that 
it is a part of your duty to have a spread of your activities all over 
the country, as far as you can, rather than just concentrate them in 
major cities. 

PRESSURE OF EFFICIENCY EXPERTS 


Admiral Taytor. I certainly agree. Now, the efficiency experts, 
Senator, are on us to do just opposite, to utilize each training facility 
to its utmost and, of course, this militates against the high dispersion. 
This makes for more concentration. We try to hit a happy medium. 
I would like to say a word of congratulations to the inland sailors, 
because we have some of our most devoted sailors living in the inland 
States and, in fact, the central part of the country, perhaps, contrib- 
utes more personnel to the Navy than some of the seacoast areas. 

Senator Stennis. I wish the military would just be consistent on 
all this efficiency formula that they are applying. They tell us, in 
appropriating a lot of these funds here, that you are not to be held 
to that formula because you are not in that kind of business. I ap- 
preciate your attitude. Do you have money enough in this bill to 
take care of this 11.8 additional authorization ? 

Admiral Taytor. Let me get that figure straight. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Smith read it out; 11.88 new authorization. 

Admiral Taytor. We have a carryover. We are asking for an 
$11,314,000 funding program. I don’t see the figure that you men- 
tioned here. 

Senator Srennis. Basically, that is almost the same figure and I 
suppose the items are almost the same, too? 

Admiral Taytor. Yes, sir. With your committee we did go over 
the items and you have that, of course, in your committee report. 

Admiral Petrrer. We are carrying over $11.8 million in the old 
program and we are asking for $11.3 million in the new program. 
It gives us a total of $23.1 million in the program. 

Senator Stennis. That $11.3 million is largely to be applied against 
this new authorization, is that correct ? 

Admiral Taytor. That is right. 

Senator Stennis. That is all I wanted to know. 

Senator Cuavez. All right. 

Senator Stennis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. Allright. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Admiral Hogan? 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, may I ask Admiral Ailes to come 
back for one matter ? 

Senator Cuavez. Certainly. 


LEASING OF DOCKS AT CHARLESTON, 8S. C. 


Senator Stennis. As you know, there was an authorization recently 
included in the bill passed yesterday for planning funds for the dock 
at Charleston, S. C., in the sum of $500,000. You are familiar with 
that project, are you? 

Admiral Ars. Yes, sir, I am. 
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Senator Srennis. What I want to know is whether that requires a 
separate appropriation here if it is carried out, or can you utilize 
planning funds otherwise in the bill for this C harleston “project ? 


Admiral Aitrs. We have in this bill, Senator Stennis, $15,450,000— 
I would like to check that figure. 


Senator STeENNis. You can correct the figure. 

Admiral Artes. That is a lump sum of money for planning. We 
could use that money to plan that dock. 

Senator Stennis. All right. 

Admiral Ares. Or any other planning we need. 

Senator Srennis. You think that is enough to include an addi- 
tional item of that magnitude / 

Admiral Aires. We consider that sufficient to do the planning that 
we need to do this year on that dock. 

Senator Stennis. As far as you know now you are looking forward 
to including that in your planning projects for the current fiscal year ? 

Admiral Artes. We are. 

Senator Srennis. All right. I hope you consider it fairly because 
it goes with another project down there that has just been authorized ? 

Admiral Artes. That is correct. 

Senator Stennis. That is all. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 


BureAt or MEDICINE AND SURGERY 


STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. B. W. HOGAN, CHIEF, BUREAU OF 
MEDICINE AND SURGERY 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Cuavez. Admiral Hogan, you may proceed. 


Admiral Hogan. I have a short statement here which, with your 
permission, I would like to read. 

Senator Cuavez. All right, you may proceed. 

Admiral Hogan. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, the objectives of 
the program under the sponsorship of the Bureau of Medicine and 


Surgery in the fiscal year 1959 military construction program as 
follows: 


BETHESDA MEDICAL CENTER FACILITIES 


1. A 258-bed yg ement of obsolete, deteriorated temporary hos- 
ati facilities at the National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, Md., 
yy construction of permanent, modern facilities as an addition to the 
present permanent hospital at a cost of $7,788,000. Replacement of 
these facilities will provide modern surgical, clinical facilities, and a 
chapel in two permanent buildings which will meet. the projected 


peacetime requirement in permanent construction for the naval hos- 
pital, 


RADIATION EXPOSURE EVALUATION BUILDING 


2. Construction of a radiation exposure evaluation building, at the 
National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, Md., at a cost of $715,000. 
This facility is urgently required to provide a low bac kground count- 
ing chamber and laboratory facilities, wherein personnel who are 
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insidiously or accidentally exposed to a radiation especially 
from nuclear-powered ships, can be safely and thoroughly studied and 


cared for by utilizing the latest <P eam and most recent advances 
in treatment by specialists in this field. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE ACTION 


I would like to discuss the action of the House Committee on Ap- 
propriations, as reported on July 22, 1958 in Report No. 2238 in which 
the committee declined to appropriate funds for the construction of 
the 258-bed replacement of temporary, obsolete, deteriorated hospital 
facilities at the National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, Md., be- 
caus of the .aisunderstanding that the final scope and cost estimates 
had not been made. 


BUDGET BUREAU RECOMMENDATION 


The Director of the Bureau of the Budget has recommended to the 
President that the Department of Defense be authorized to construct 
the 258-bed addition (including clinical facilities) to provide a 900- 
bed on a 1,000-bed chassis hospital in permanent construction. 

This was approved by the President. The Bureau of Medicine and 
Surgery, the Department of Defense, and the Bureau of the Budget 
are in agreement on the scope of the project not to exceed 180,000 
square feet at an estimated cost of $7,788,000. If funds are appro- 
priated, this project will be under contract for construction in fiscal 
year 1959. 

I shall be happy to furnish any additional details of the above items 
that the committee may desire. 

Senator Cuavez. Admiral, possibly it has been a year and a half 
since I have been out to Bethesda, but I walked all around the area 
that is included in the project that you have in mind and I found 
some of those that exist as you have stated. As a matter of fact, I 
think I made an understatement. 

I walked all around the area. I know what you are talking about. 
You know it is sometimes pretty hard to get the recommendation of 
the Bureau of the Budget and in view of that I am pretty sure that 
this committee will consider it most favorably. 

Admiral Hoean. I thank you. 


EFFECT OF DELAY IN APPROPRIATIONS 


Senator Smirn. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Admiral Hogan 
how much time is going to be required before these facilities will be 
completed if you did have the money? What does the delay in appro- 
priations mean ? 

Admiral Hogan. It will delay another year before we can get a 
contract, Senator. 

Senator Smirn. Have you started on your planning? 

Admiral Hocan. Yes, we have. 

Senator Smit. As I understand it, the military construction au- 
thorization has been approved ? 

Admiral Hocan. Yes, ma’am. 

Senator Smirn. And the House has turned it down completely ? 
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Admiral Hogan. The Appropriations Committee turned it down 
due, I believe, to a misunderstanding. They felt that we weren’t with 
the Bureau of the Budget on the scope, the size, and the cost and we 
are. 

Senator SmirH. Although the House Armed Services Committee 
did authorize the money ? 

Admiral Hogan. Yes. 

Senator Smiru. And you are asking the Senate committee to re- 
store this amount ¢ 

Admiral Hogan. Yes. 

Senator Smrrn. Have you any assurance on the part of the House 
uppropriation people that they have changed their minds in any way / 

Admiral Hoean. I believe they will, Senator, if the Senate agrees. 


COMMUNICATIONS 


Senator Cuavez. We will proceed, then. Thank you very much. 

Without objection I will place in the record a letter from Senator 
Kerr, of Oklahoma, in which he forwarded to the committee a letter 
from Jack Hull, of the Oklahoma City Chamber of Commerce regard- 
ing an appropriation for Tinker Air Force Base; also, a letter from 
Senator Bush, of Connecticut, asking favorable consideration of three 
items for Connecticut, and a letter from Senator Butler, of Maryland, 
requesting consideration of the naval training center in Bainbridge, 
Md. 


(The documents referred to follow :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 


August 1, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense Appropriations, 
Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: I desire to ask favorable consideration of your sub- 
committee for three items for Connecticut in the military construction appropri- 
ation bill. They are as follows: 


Navy: Naval Submarine Base, New London_.__..___...__--______~ $2, 247, 000 
Air Force Reserve: Bradley Field, Windsor Locks__.__.._--------- 160, 000 
Army National Guard Armory, New London ___---- 360, 000 


teh sd. nates . jauiledd minal auuueesén adaliaie 1 cole sere. 2 767, 000 


These items were all approved in the military construction authorization bill 
as it passed the Senate this week, although the item for the New London Armory 
has not vet been approved by the House conferees. 

With appreciation for your cooperation, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
PREscoTT BusH. 
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UnItTep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
August 7, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR CHAvEz: At the present time, your subcommittee is giving active 
consideration to the military construction appropriations bill. Among the items 
included in this measure is an appropriation for a nuclear power school to be 
located at Great Lakes, IIl. 

As you know, the House of Representatives in considering this request con- 
cluded that the Navy should utilize existing facilities at the naval training 
center in Bainbridge, Md., in lieu of seeking new appropriations. 

During the 84th Congress, $6,569,000 was appropriated for the purpose of mak- 
ing permanent improvements at the Bainbridge Training Center. Yet as of 
today, this fund remains unexpended and we find the Department of the Navy 
requesting further appropriations for the construction of training facilities at 
another location. Certainly, the Navy should be required to utilize facilities 
and funds presently available before obtaining additional appropriations for 
such purposes. The naval training center at Bainbridge constitutes an invest- 
ment of many millions of dollars. It is a fine facility and by the utilization of 
previously appropriated funds, the Navy can and should locate the proposed 
nuclear power school there, as well as other training facilities. 

Under the circumstances, I urge the committee to concur in the House action 
and make it plain that substantial utilization of Bainbridge must be undertaken 
before further construction appropriations will be granted. 

Sincerely yours, 


JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., July 28, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate. 


Dear DeEnnIs: Attached hereto is a letter from Mr. Jack Hull, Oklahoma City 
Chamber of Commerce, which is self-explanatory. 
If there is any way you can help, I would appreciate it. 
With best regards, Iam 
Sincerely yours, 


Rospert S. Kerr. 


OKLAHOMA City CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


July 24, 1958. 
Senator Rosert S. Kerr, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeEAR SENATOR Bos: Late this afternoon Colonel Holt at Tinker Air Force Base 
ealled about an article in yesterday’s Oklahoman which set forth the effect of 
House Appropriations Committee action on the military appropriations bill, and 
in which it was pointed out that an item of $1,063,000 for an armament and 
electronics shop (84,000 square feet) for Tinker had been cut out. 

Colonel Holt said that this item is particularly important to Tinker in the 
increasing load it has and will continue to have at an increasing rate in the work 
on new jet aircraft and missiles in which electronics is an ever-increasing part 
of the work done at Tinker. This particular facility has been planned for 
some 24 months to be constructed as part of the 1959 fiscal development at Tinker 
and in their planning has been anticipated and coordinated with the workload for 
which they are preparing. In his words “it impairs the orderly development of 
facilities essential to the mission load we have and will receive”. 

Comment is made in the newspaper that the House Appropriations Committee 
cut the item because “it does not appear to be warranted at the present time’. 
This is directly at variance with the information Colonel Holt passed on to me, 
and leaves a major gap in the facilities they will need and have planned for in 
relation to their workload, present and future. 
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I am passing this on to you in the hope that, with this advance information, 
you will be prepared to develop the facts when the bill comes before the Senate 
for consideration and determine if the House action is or is not warranted. 

I am sending this same information on to Congressman Jarman, but it may be 
too late to do anything about it in the House. 

Cordially, 


Jack HUutr1, 
Administrative Assistant. 


OKLAHOMA CITY 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


July 24, 1958. 
Congressman JOHN JARMAN, 


House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR JOHN: Please note the attached copy of letter to Senator Kerr relative 
to action of the House Appropriations Committee in deleting an item of $1,063,000 
for an armament and electronics shop at Tinker Air Force Base in the military 
appropriations bill. 

I am, of course, not familiar with the details which caused the committee 
to drop the item, but the statement that it does not appear to be waranted at this 
time (as a part of the 1959 fiscal construction program at Tinker) does not 
coincide at all with the information Tinker officials have given us. Considering 
the workload in modern aircraft and missiles which it is preparing for, they are 
quite disturbed by deletion of this item. They feel it will seriously impair their 
ability to care for the workload they are preparing for. 

Whether it is too late to do anything about it in the House, or whether the 
matter could best be handled in the Senate, you and others in the delegation will 
know best. The concern of Tinker officials about this item causes me to pass it 
on to you and Senator Kerr for such action as you may determine to be 
appropriate. 


Cordially, 
Jack Hutu, Administrative Assistant. 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Senator Cuavez. Also, I will place in the record the military con- 
struction program and appropriations request for fiscal year 1959, to- 
gether with a reclama on the House action on the military construction 
funding program and appropriations request. 

(The material referred to follows :) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
H. R. 13489 
(Bill, p. 3, line 9) 
(House hearings, p. 613) 


SE, CIR IG o.5c.s <teen cc cpritenninenecnite Ieateei cis tenses melee $310, 000, 000 
aE GIN inch citbarcerticesinee-veresllinn tein duiibinelinedee ant mile Rieiadaienaall 340, 900, 000 
EROUNO COMIN COO. iii ona. dee Aiba ee eee 214, 564, 000 
PR, BOO scare crendt nintivkis bearsinton aicunt anita tate 214, 564, 000 
n, .. TRUE on dina batiuantnen.dd eee So ee er 126, 336, 000 
Rasleration : PAU ck ihn ad ck Sts i. aii wee 126, 336, 000 


The Department of the Army requests the following amendment : 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Page 3, line 9, strike out “$214,564,000” and insert in lieu thereof $340,900,000, 
an increase of “$126,336,000” over the House-approved amount. 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The requested amendment will restore $126,336,000 to the Army military con- 
struction appropriation—$80,075,000 to the funding plan (line item restorations) 
and an additional $46,261,000 to new obligational authority. The restorations 
would provide for the following increases : 

1. Line items in the funding plan: 

(a) $14,112,000 for operational and training facilities, particularly for the 
critical field of missile training facilities at the Army’s missile training centers. 

(b) $2,198,000 for maintenance and production facilities. 

(c) $1,291,000 urgently needed to complete a research and development facil- 
ity devoted to polar research. 

(d) $40,000 for supply facilities (warehouses) at an important chemical 
installation. 

(e) $8,260,000 for medical and dental facilities sought throughout the Army 
(and for which but little more than 5 percent of the Army’s request was 
approved). 

(f) $8,601,000 for administrative facilities including a headquarters building 
at Detroit for the Ordnance Tank-Automotive Command, which headquarters 
now occupies a completely substandard and uneconomical facility. 

(g) $27,231,000 for housing and community-type facilities to restore to the 
program 8,046 enlisted men’s barracks spaces, 875 bachelor officers’ quarters 
spaces, and 158 MCA houses. 

(h) $1,365,000 for utilities, ground improvements, and real estate. 

(i) $11,022,000 for overseas construction, including an Army command and 
administrative network (ACAN) radio station in a critical area, and an engineer 
warehouse and depot shop in Hawaii. 

(j) $5,000,000 for surface-to-air missile tactical facilities. 

(k) $955,000 for general support programs to be applied to minor construction. 

2. New obligational authority (in addition to that requested for line item 
restorations) , $46,261,000. 

Over and above the serious situation generated by adverse actions on specific 
projects in the funding plan is the critical impact of a disproportionate reduction 
of $126,336,000 in the new appropriations ($46,261,000 greater than the reductions 
in funding plan line items). The funding plan submitted was approximately 14 
percent greater than the new appropriations requested in expectation that normal 
slippages in fiscal year 1959 execution would balance out the difference. This year 
the House has reduced the funding plan by about 21 percent but new appropria- 
tions by some 37 percent. Inasmuch as carryover funds from fiscal year 1958 and 
from fiscal year 1959 should be roughly comparable for a properly managed pro- 
gram, the net effect is to provide inadequate funds for executing even the already 
severely reduced funding plan. 


= 
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As a result of the House reductions in new appropriations, the estimated total 
funds available in fiscal year 1959, including carryover funds from fiscal year 
1958, will be $338 million. As a consequence, planned direct obligations must be 
reduced from $341 million to an estimated $240 million, even with austere regard 
to carryover requirements into fiscal year 1960. As a minimum, $70 million must 
be reserved for completing work under contract by the end of fiscal year 1959. 
A working fund of only $28 million then will be available to start fiscal year 1960. 
Such a working fund would be so small as to preclude any substantial start on 
new work in fiscal year 1960, prior to apportionment of new funds, which nor- 
mally occurs in late September or October. Consequently, the best part of a con- 
struction season will be wasted, sound management and balanced phasing of the 
construction program will be precluded and effective organization and utilization 
of the field engineering effort will be prevented. 

The above $100 million reduction in the planned obligation program will seri- 
ously handicap the ability of the Army to contract for authorized and urgently 
needed projects, worldwide. The Army will be forced to defer tactical facilities 
overseas and in ConUS and other vital projects in support of research and develop- 
ment or training. Within such a drastically reduced level of appropriations, the 
Army cannot provide the construction necessary to support requirements of its 
other programs which have already been authorized and funded by the Congress. 


ORDNANCE 
Thousands 
Paes request... .... —. SAAMGRAM 2c. CAe0s0sd sO Sees 5a ne $32, 856 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee____._____________-______ 22, 349 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee____..____________ 10, 507 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md. 


[In thousands] 


House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- 
tion 





Approval Reduction 
3 enlisted men barracks (326-man) __...._.............-....-.-- $1, 925 





0 $1, 925 
Battalion Administration and Supply building. -............_- 268 0 268 
iil ie ai ieee fh, 356 0 356 
ey ee 22 250: eo. J? ec Rae 148 0 148 


The four projects listed above are discussed as a unit, since they would provide 
interrelated facilities for a single purpose. 

Deferral of this construction would have a direct impact upon the Army’s 
current program to provide adequate living quarters for enlisted personnel of 
the modern Military Establishment. Although not the only factor, living con- 
ditions have an important bearing upon our ability to attract qualified career 
personnel and to retain them in service following the major investment we 
must make in their training and orientation. This is of particular significance 
at an installation such as Aberdeen Proving Ground, which is the home of the 
Ordnance Training Command and the Ordnance School. The students attending 
technical courses at the school are often forming their initial impressions of 
the Army as a career service. These impressions may be the deciding factor 
in their decision to choose a military eareer or to return to civilian life as 
quickly as their military obligation is discharged. To these men, it.is incongruous 
that they are expected to work with military equipment costing many millions 
of dollars but that their basic living conditions are seemingly a matter of 
secondary importance to their Government. 

Even more critical is the matter of adequate quarters for the instructor 
personnel, to whom Aberdeen is a home of relative permanence. These trained 
and qualified technicians are fully aware of the national shortage of such know- 
how, and know their specialized services are a commodity with considerable 
value in nonmilitary careers. If they must go on living in the leftover tempo- 
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rary quarters of a war which began over 16 years ago, they begin to look about 
for a career in which their personal welfare is valued more highly. 

It is urged that the Army’s program of providing moderately adequate living 
conditions for its specialized enlisted personnel be supported, and that the troop 
barracks and supporting facilities listed above be funded in fiscal year 1959. 


Blue Grass Ordnance Depot, Ky. 








{In thousands] 
House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description Gppeegeee ise) Se 
tion 
Approval Reduction 
Ammunition cleaning and painting building and facilities 
(Publbe Lew. 261-06) .cccs-cscessusssssecccccecccszeeesex $509 0 $509 





Proper care and preservation of ammunition is essential to prevent deteriora- 
tion to a point of complete unserviceability. If such deterioration occurs, there 
is no alternative but to dispose of, or destroy, the ammunition at substantial loss 
to the Government. The present temporary building improved for the cleaning 
and painting of ammunition has an area of 4,800 square feet and a processing 
capacity of 3,500 tons per year, or one-third of the required capacity to meet 
workload demands. Under such conditions, the backlog is aceumulating at the 
approximate rate of 6,500 tons per year. The ammunition requiring processing 
includes artillery ammunition up to and including 155 millimeter, and related 
components. This ammunition must be retained as long as artillery weapons to 
fire it are in the hands of United States troops or our allies. In addition, the loca- 
tion of the present building requires the restriction of ammunition storage 
facilities which are within the minimum safety distance, which reduces the 
planned storage capacity of these facilities by approximately 8,000 tons. To 
prevent further accumulation of backlog of ammunition requiring processing, 
it is urged that this construction be funded in fiscal year 1959. It is also notable 
that, unless funded this fiscal year, the existing authorization will expire on 
June 30, 1959. This will require a further deferral while seeking new authoriza- 
tion as well as appropriations. 


Detroit Arsenal, Mich. 














{In thousands] 
House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- 
tion 
Approval Reduction 
Command Headquarters building and facilities, OTAC--.--- $5, 666 0 $5, 666 


Deferral of construction of the proposed administration building for the 
Ordnance Tank-Automotive Command would have a direct economic effect upon 
the Army’s program. This organization, with a mission of major importance to 
the military automotive program on a worldwide basis, is now housed in an 
obsolete and badly deteriorated stove factory over 40 years old. Structural de- 
terioration, inadequate and unsuitable utilities, wornout boilers and heating 
system, and other major defects make it necessary either to remove the com- 
mand to another location or to make major expenditures in repair and re- 
habilitation to continue the present building in service. 

In addition to the impact upon its current maintenance appropriations, the 
Army simply is not able to justify further major expenditures on a building 
which is basically unsuitable for its present use and whose value will not be 
enhanced at all by the expenditure. The proposed relocation of the Ordnance 
Tank-Automotive Command to a new and suitable office building at Detroit 
Arsenal will not only eliminate the necessity for major repair of the present 
facility but will, by consolidation of activities at one location, permit major 
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economies in administration and support which will amortize the construction 
cost in a very short time. Present studies disclose that support services can be 
reduced by 175 personnel spaces and administrative and support costs reduced 
over $900,000 per year. The relocation will obviate the need for approximately 
$1,250,000 in repair and rehabilitation costs at the present building. With an 
estimated fair market value of $917,000 to be realized from sale of the present 
building, it is apparent that the new-construction cost will be amortized in less 
than 6 years. In addition to the direct dollar savings, the proposed construction 
will eliminate operational disadvantages, morale problems, and safety hazards, 
which wiil enhance mission accomplishment and effect additional savings of less 
definite nature but which are a realistic consideration in this important deci- 
sion. It is strongly urged that the proposed construction be funded in fiscal 





year 1959. , ; 
White Sands Proving Ground, N. Mer. 
{In thousands] 
House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Descrir**-~ appropria- 
tion 

I a aa a $265 
 * eee ae 484 
PN 50h S 3 att so 25s. Soe. tes Sesto 22. 254 





The present dental clinic, housed in a small, temporary building of sub- 
marginal quality and condition, has been expanded from 1 chair in 1946 to 8 
chairs at the present time. It cannot be expanded further, and is already 
overcrowded to the point of unsuitability. Yet the increasing population of the 
installation makes it imperative that the clinic be increased to 10 chairs. 
White Sands is an isolated installation. The nearest civilian community is 
Las Cruces, 28 miles west across the Organ Mountains. El Paso is over 50 
miles to the south, over a desert road which is not always open. Dental service 
must be provided to military personnel and their dependents at the installation. 
Current programs provide for an increase in on-post family dwellings from 
568 to 843 in fiscal year 1959. The desirability of on-post residence, eliminating 
the costly and time-consuming daily commuting from El Paso, Las Cruces, and 
other distant communities will be partially offset if such basic needs as medical 
and dental care for military personnel and dependents cannot be provided. The 
cost of construction of this needed facility is not large when compared to 
the total investment in the White Sands Missile Range and the daily operating 
costs generated by the highly important and highly technical test programs 
earried on there. It is important that this facility be provided in fiscal year 
1959. 

The isolation of White Sands makes it essential that bachelor officers’ quarters 
be provided, not only for military personnel stationed at the installation, but 
also for unmarried civilian employees of the Government and the missile con- 
tractors, and for transient official visitors to the installation. The only alter- 
native is for these persons to seek lodging in rooms, apartments, and a limited 
number of motels at Las Cruces, 28 miles west across the Organ Mountains, or 
in El Paso, over 50 miles to the south. This means excessive commuting cost 
for those permanently employed at White Sands, and the furnishing of Gov- 
ernment transportation for nonpermanent personnel. This is an important factor 
in our ability to recruit and retain qualified personnel at this desert station. 
Public transportation to White Sands is nonexistent. Deferral of the proposed 
construction will mean that these unsatisfactory and costly conditions will be 
extended at least another year. It is urged that this deferral not be imposed. 

The present commissary at White Sands is housed in an inadequate temporary 
building which is a leftover of the early pioneering days of this important 
installation. It does not allow space necessary for the installation of proper 
checkout stands, shelving, refrigerated display cases, backup storage, and 
refrigerated storage. With an on-post population of over 6,000 people, this is 
the only source of retail foodstuffs and related items. A civilian community 
of like population would normally have multiple retail stores, including modern 
supermarkets. Such facilities are not available to White Sands personnel 
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except at communities from 28 to over 50 miles distant. As the on-post personnel 
increases in fiscal year 1959, due in part to the construction of 275 additional 
family dwellings, present unsatisfactory operating conditions at the commissary 
will become more critical. The dissatisfaction of post residents will have a 
further undesirable impact upon morale and upon our ability to recruit and 
retain the technical specialists upon whose skills the success of the installation 
depends. We simply must not ignore the basic needs of these people, nor permit 
them to assume that their chosen career places them in the position of second- 
class citizens. The funding of this construction in fiscal year 1959 is of major 
importance. 


Wingate Ordnance Depot, N. Mer. 


{In thousands] 


| 
| House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 


Description appropria- |_ ok ches. a, 
tion 
Approval Reduction 
Bomb and shell reconditioning building with auxiliary facili- | 
ties (Public Law 161-84) _- = ; : esl $455 0} $455 
Ammunition demolition protective structures (Public Law 
OE - Cab ieerdinnd atanemediies ‘ sadist 177 0 


177 


The processing of bombs and large caliber shells (derusting, cleaning, and 
repainting) at Wingate Ordnance Depot is now being performed outdoors, using 
laborious hand methods, and limited by weather conditions which permit such 
outdoor operation. Processing rate varies from 500 to 3,000 tons per year, 
against a requirement of over 8,000 tons per year. If permitted to go unproc- 
essed, the ammunition deteriorates until there is no alternative but to dispose 
or destroy the ammunition at substantial monetary loss. If not constructed 
in fiscal year 1959, the existing authorization for this item will expire, thus 
requiring further deferral while seeking new construction authorization. It is, 
therefore, urged that this project be founded in fiscal year 1959. 

Ammunition demolition and burning is being carried on at Wingate Ordnance 
Depot under the most primitive, makeshift conditions, with a capacity for 
handling 400 tons per year, against an average requirement of 1,040 tons per 
year. Without working-quantity storage facilities in the demolition area, am- 
munition must be trucked in small lots from distant storage facilities. All 
personnel and most equipment must be removed from the area before each deto- 
nation. Temporary protective shelters have been improvised from sand-filled 
boxes, railroad ties, and the like. In addition to falling short of workload 
requirements, the expedients now being used result in inordinately costly demo- 
lition and burning operations. Alternative methods of disposal of ammunition 
are both costly and hazardous. Demolition and burning are essential operations 
at all ammunition depots. The longer this construction is deferred, the greater 
will be the backlog to be overcome. In addition, if not constructed in fiscal 
year 1959, the existing authorization for this facility will expire, necessitating 
still further deferral pending enactment of new authorization. It is, therefore, 
urged that it be funded in fiscal year 1959. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee has approved $22,349,000 for Ordnance Corps facilities, a re- 
duetion of $10,507,000 in the budget estimates of $32,856,000. 

In making this reduction the committee has denied the request for 3 enlisted 
men’s barracks and supporting facilities at the Aberdeen Proving Ground esti- 
mated to cost $2,697,000. This action is in accordance with the general feeling 
of the committee that the replacement of facilities should be limited to only 
those most urgently needed. The ammunition cleaning and painting building 
and facilities at the Blue Grass Ordnance Depot for which $509,000 was re- 
quested has been denied as the urgency for this project is not such as to warrant 
construction at this time as evidenced by the low priority assigned to it by the 
Army. Funds have been denied for the command headquarters building (Ord- 
nance Tank-Automotive Command) at the Detroit Arsenal. Further studies 
should be made toward relocating either part or all of this activity in existing 
and less costly facilities. The request for funds to replace facilities at the 
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White Sands missile range has been denied as follows: Dental clinic, $265,000; 
bachelor officers’ quarters, $484,000; and commissary, $254,000. This committee 
does not feel that there is sufficient need for the replacement of these facilities 
at this time. 

The requests for a bomb and shell reconditioning building with auxiliary 
facilities and ammunition demolition protective structures at the Wingate Ord- 
nance Depot have been denied inasmuch as the present facilities have served 
the purpose since World War II and replacement is not urgent enough to war- 
rant placing them in a high priority at this time. 


QUARTERMASTER 
Thousands 
UIUC $4, 630 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee__._.._.__._____..--__-____ 952 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee__________.____-____ 3, 678 


Fort Lee, Va. 


{In thousands] 


House Appropriations 
oe Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- 


tion 





Approval Reduction 


QM academic building 
Bachelor officers’ quarters 





' 
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' 
' 
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' 
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' 
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' 
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‘ 
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| | 
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‘ 
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_ 
—] 
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$3, 410 
268 





If the Fort Lee Quartermaster Academic Building is not provided, the 
greatest impact will be in the academic field, with the risk that the men will 
not be trained to the ultimate degree visualized for a future war. The facts 
are that existing facilities are not adequate as to condition, environment, and 
location to train and control properly instructors and to instruct students. 
Many of these deficiencies are not capable of being costed during peacetime, but 
could be readily evident as to results in case of war. Apart from the risk 
of inadequate instruction, the loss of potential leaders of the future is of 
serious concern. The resignation of junior officers predominantly occurs during 
or following their first year of Army schooling subsequent to their 2 years of 
mandatory duty with the combat arms. Many of these men would have stayed 
in the Army had the facilities and instructional atmosphere been more ade- 
quate. A large number of newly commissioned ROTC graduates receive their 
first duty assignment in the Army through training in the Quartermaster 
School. The first impressions they gain of the military service have a lasting 
effect on their interest and support of the Army. They expect better facilities 
than are provided. These factors are not subject to short time costing. They 
have a long range effect. The following secondary risk and impact are subject 
to costing at present: (1) Construction of the academic building will permit 
better control over and utilization of instructors, with a resulting savings of 
5 supervisors at an annual dollar saving of $50,000, and at the same time in- 
crease the efficiency of instruction. It will enhance the attracting and keeping 
of superior instructors with a possible saving of the equivalent of three instruc- 
tors at $30,000 annually. (2) The savings in transportation for students and 
instructors will amount to approximately $24,000 annually. (Equivalent to 
1 bus and 6 passenger cars used on a full-time basis.) (3) The estimated 
annual savings in operation maintenance are as follows for the period fiscal 
year 1961 through fiscal year 1965: Heat, $95,850 in labor, $40,000 in mainte- 
nance of heating equipment, and $14,150 for fuel and fuel handling, or a total 
annual saving of $150,000; maintenance of buildings, $75,000 annually ; mainte- 
nance of roads and grounds, $25,000 annually. If the temporary buildings are 
continued in use beyond fiscal year 1965, they will require rehabilitation to 
include heat, electric power, lights, and structural repairs at a cost of about 
$584,000 in order to permit their continued use at the same inadequate level of 
instruction. 
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If the requested BOQ is not constructed, the greatest impact will be on morale. 
The nurses are now forced to occupy inadequate quarters since they must be 
available for emergency duty 24 hours a day. The new hospital, which has been 
authorized for construction, will be located at a distance 1.3 miles away from the 
existing inadequate BOQ’s. If the female BOQ is not constructed, it will be 
necessary to maintain full time a car and driver at the hospital in order to pick 
up the nurses off duty in an emergency. This would be at an annual cost of about 
$12,000. Female officers other than nurses (15 at present) are occupying adequate 
male BOQ’s which were diverted for this purpose. If the female BOQ is econ- 
structed, approximately 13 adequate spaces can be released to male officers, result- 
ing in a saving of about $13,000 annually. (Commutation of quarters allowances. ) 
At present, there are 17 female bachelor Army officers, assigned to Fort Lee, who 
are authorized to draw quarters allowances and live offpost due to the shortage 
of adequate BOQ spaces. This amounts to a monthly cost to the Government of 
approximately $16,000. There are 465 adequate BOQ spaces, plus an additional 
190 marginal BOQ spaces for students available, and 60 additional adequate 
spaces authorized for construction. The current low requirement is for 820 BOQ 
spaces. 

HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee has approved $952,000 for Quartermsater Corps facilities, a 
reduction of $3,678,000 in the budget estimates of $4,630,000. 

Approval has not been granted for $3,410,000 to build a Quartermaster academic 
building at Fort Lee. The proposed building is the first of 4 planned for the 
Quartermaster School at an estimated total cost of $13,946,000. In view of this 
large proposed expenditure and the inactivation of other installations and activi- 
ties the Army is directed to restudy the use of inactive facilities. The request 
for a bachelor officers’ quarters estimated to cost $268,000 has been denied. It is 


felt the need can be met through the use of existing facilities and providing neces- 
sary transportation at a lesser cost. 


CHEMICAL 
Thousands 
Wy eee naa PE ai css es sain esis antigpieieredaesans aaa ala aetanaeee $3, 502 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee____..____-.-_--_-___--- 8, 462 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee__._-________________ 40 
Fort Detrick, Md. 
[In thousands] 
House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description Ce? Co ee 
tion 
Approval Reduction 
Warehouses W-5, W-6, W-8, and W-9 (Public Law 968-84) __. $300 $260 $40 


Failure to provide the full amount requested for construction of the four ware- 
houses at Fort Detrick may necessitate deferral of construction. The cost esti- 
mate for these 4 warehouses (10,033 square feet each) was estimated on the 
basis of latest construction costs for similar type facilities in that general area. 
The existing limitation of $6 per square foot for storage warehouses was predi- 
eated on average costs for a standard Army warehouse of 40,000 square feet 
area. This limitation was first put in effect in 1955, 3 years ago, when con- 
struction costs were substantially lower than now. In addition to the increase 
in construction costs which has transpired since the limitation was placed into 
law, the Army has confirmed that construction within the unit cost limitation 
can usually only be achieved if the larger volume storage structures are put to 
bid. In the case of the smaller supply and warehouse buildings a consistent 
pattern of higher bids has been established. 











332 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee recommends an appropriations of $3,462,000 for Chemical Corps 
facilities, a reduction of $40,000 in the budget estimates of $3,502,000. 

The request for a warehouse at Fort Detrick estimated to cost $300,000 has 
been reduced to $260,000, as the unit cost of $7 per square foot appears to be 
excessive for a building containing 40,132 square feet. It was testified that 
warehousing is authorized at $6 per square foot for general-purpose warehous- 
ing with a minimum size of 200 by 200 feet. 


SIGNAL 
Thousands 
I eee ec ee ee $3, 815 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee________ So er ees 1, 083 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee___________________ 2, 782 


Fort Huachuca, Ariz. 


{In thousands] 


House Appropriations 
Proposed | Committee 
Description appropria- 
tion 


Approval Reduction 





7 
| 
3 enlisted men’s barracks (326-man)__.___--- . | $1, 884 0 


diatinte pet Daeg cathe $1, 884 
Battalion mess building___-____._--- oa 448 | 0) 448 
Battalion administrative and supply building_____ si Stet | 307 | 0} 307 
Heating plant 143 | 0 143 


AEPG technical building.__._____________- aaied 5, 500 | ( 


4 The final increment of the AEPG technical building is a new submission and was not 
reviewed by the House Appropriations Committee. 


A permanent operational requirement exists for 4,685 enlisted barracks spaces 
in permanent construction. Existing are only 372 spaces, with outstanding 
authorization available for an additional 1,304 spaces (presently under con- 
struction). The outstanding deficit in permanent construction is 3,007 spaces, 
978 of which are included in this request together with required ancillary mess, 
supply, administrative and utility facilities. The existing nonpermanent bar- 
racks are in a poor state of repair. These barracks were built on a crash 
basis in 1941 to take care of a mobilization requirement. They have outlived 
their usefulness for permanent operation; cost of maintenance is excessive, 
and are only considered for retention for mobilization and National Guard 
because a definite requirement exists, and maintenance of barracks when in 
a standby status, is not necessary to be of the high standard required for per- 
manent operational requirement. Maintenance for peacetime occupancy is 
at a very high rate. Further, these barracks are not conducive to good morale 
of the men occupying them in this isolated desert station. No transportation 
to the nearest town, Bisbee, Ariz., 86 miles round trip, is available unless a 
private vehicle is utilized. Recreational facilities on the post are extremely 
limited; therefore, much time is spent in the barracks by the enlisted men. 
Morale is at a low ebb at Fort Huachuca, and one of the major contributing 
factors to the low reenlistment rate is the lack of recreational facilities as well 
as the existing living conditions. Mobilization and National Guard training 
requirements exist; therefore, the nonpermanent existing barracks will be re- 
tained in a standby status. This project is in accordance with the policy of 
the Department of the Army to replace temporary barracks with permanent 
construction. 

The mission of the Army Electronic Proving Ground at Fort Huachuca, Ariz.. 
is to develop operational doctrine, procedures, and techniques for communication 
systems and equipment; conduct user and engineering tests for the Army’s 
electronic warfare and battlefield surveillance techniques and equipment; and 
conduct combat operations research in communications and Signal Corps avia- 
tion activities. The purpose of the AEPG Technical Building is to consolidate 
and house, in a central building, the widely scattered technical departments 
currently occupying inadequate and improvised facilities constructed about 1900 
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and temporary wood frame structures constructed in 1942. Consolidation of 
these activities in a new, modern and functionally designed structure is neces- 
sary to effect the efficient accomplishment of the technical mission. The first 
increment of this facility, 168,000 square feet of a total 407,000 square feet 
requirement, was authorized by Public Law 968-84 and funds in the amount 
of $4,068,000 were appropriated under Public Law 814-84. Construction of 
this increment, a 2-story and basement steel frame and concrete wall structure, 
was begun in May 1957 and is scheduled for completion in September 1958. 
Completion of the final increment estimated at $5,500,000 at the earliest possi- 
ble date will provide maximum economy, maximum efficiency, effective control, 
and adequate coordination required to accomplish the assigned technical mission 
based on the following: 

(a) More selective recruiting of civilian professional personnel because of 
improved working conditions. 

(b) Consolidation of expensive test gear, instruments and other equipment. 

(c) Major reduction in security guards. 

(d@) Reduction of travel time by employees within the installation. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


Approval has been granted by the committee for $1,033,000 for Signal Corps 
facilities, a reduction of $2,782,000 in the budget estimates of $3,815,000. 

The request for 3 enlisted men’s barracks and supporting facilities at Fort 
Huachuca at a cost of $2,782,000 has been denied. In addition to the general 
policy of the committee on the replacement of facilities, it is understood the 
existing structures are in such condition to warrant maintaining them for 
National Guard training and mobilization purposes. 


ARMY SECURITY AGENCY 


Thousands 

Puliding vreuteetes 221i ode ee a ee ee ee 132 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee______-_____-________-__ 0 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee__..__.______-________- 132 


Vint Hill Farms Station, Va. 


[In thousands] 


House Appropriations 


| Proposed Committee 
Description i OI st i 
tion 
| Approval Reduction 
Post engineer composite building (Public Law 161-84th) _..--- | $132 | 0 $132 


Failure to provide funds for construction of the post engineer building at 
Vint Hill Farm will necessitate continuance of operations in a series of separate 
farm equipment buildings and stables which were acquired when the farm was 
purchased by the United States. Such continued operation poses a severe 
fire hazard, results in personnel working in poorly lighted and cramped quarters 
and substantially increases the danger of industrial type accidents for personnel 
working with shop machinery. The scattered nature of the facilities makes 
supervisions, procurement and storage of materials and tools, and processing 
of work through orderly stages, difficult. The largest single factor involved 
is the complete inadequacy of the space available to accomplish the required 
work. Failure to provide funds this year will result in loss of authorization 
for this facility (Public Law 161) and delay for a protracted and indefinite 
time the relief of present conditions by new construction in some future program. 
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HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee has denied the request of $132,000 for a post engineer com- 
posite building at Vint Hill Farms Station as it is not of an urgent enough 
nature to justify construction at this time. This represented the total request 
of the Army Security Agency. 


ENGINEERS 
Thousands 
Sr ee oe mene ae aneene meri $3, 984 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee____-__-_---------_----~- 780 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee__.__.____-__--------- 3, 204 


Army Map Service, Maryland 


[In thousands] 


House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- 
tion 


Approval Reduction 


Cartographic engineering building. --..................-.-.-.. $1, 913 0 $1, 913 





The Army Map Service is responsible for the collection, production and supply 
of engineer intelligence information, military maps and geodetic data to the 
Armed Forces. Without accurate maps and geodetic position data the ex- 
pensive weapons upon which our defense depends cannot be properly employed. 
Targets for missiles must be defined and accurately located if the missiles 
are ever to be effective. Timetables for supply of these materials are being 
greatly accelerated because of the need to be able to support airborne elements 
of the mobile striking forces anywhere in the world. 

The existing facilities of the Army Map Service are inadequate for efficient 
accomplishment of this mission. As the result of the continually expanding 
areas in which the United States Armed Forces must be prepared for immediate 
action, the space required for source data and for reproduction manuscripts 
has continuously increased, causing crowding of map production and intelli- 
gence research units to a point which adversely affects the ability of the Army 
Map Service to produce. Reproduction manuscripts must now be carefully 
maintained in such a state of readiness and accessibility that the printing of 
maps can be initiated as soon as the notice of requirement is received. Ship- 
ment to airborne units must be made within a matter of hours. An increasingly 
large amount of map materiel is received from native governments with strict 
conditions for security protection. Copies of these maps cannot be held in 
overseas command depots because of the high security classification and these 
copies to support overseas command operations must be maintained in the Army 
Map Service. Because of lack of adequate facilities, any major demand by 
airborne units or overseas commands could not be met on time. Also, the 
plastic relief maps which would be processed in this building is a firm military 
requirement for all areas of the world where topographic relief is a factor in 
military operations. Since it is particularly essential to the airborne forces, 
production schedules for relief maps must be shortened to assure supply on 
very short notice. 

A portion of the building is to be used for processing intelligence material 
being collected at considerable expense and risk. This collection effort now 
actively carried out is not being efficiently exploited by the Army because of 
lack of a suitable facility. Equipment and personnel are available. Informa- 
tion gained from proper evaluation of the source data properly coordinated 
with the basic intelligence maintained at Army Map Service will definitely 
affect the defense planning and save considerable money by reducing some of 
the contingencies which must now be allowed for in procurement. Failure to 
provide for an adequate processing facility may result in serious deficiencies 
in defense planning. 
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Cold Regions Laboratory, New Hampshire 








[In thousands] 
House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- 
tion 
Approval Reduction 
Main laboratory building (Public Law 241-85).........-.-...- $1, 291 0 $1, 291 





Our boundary contiguous with the U. S. S. R. lies in the Arctic. At present 
this area is a void broken only by very sparse population and isolated bases 
such as Goose Bay and Thule. The ability to fill or at least to control this 
Arctic void represents a potent future strategic advantage. 

The U. 8S. S. R. is engaged in a buildup of its northern sea route along its 
Arctice coast well above the Arctie Circle. This includes many airfields, ex- 
tended seaplanes by the use of icebreakers, and a backup rail system. They have 
already demonstrated an ability to infiltrate the North Polar Sea and to our very 
shores with several hundred landings in this area. 

The Army’s Corps of Engineers with its mission to construct, operates its 
Arctic Construction and Frost Effect Laboratory in Boston to conduct the studies 
and investigations of foundations necessary to build in permafrost regions such 
bases as Ladd in Alaska. 

In addition, the Army operates the Snow, Ice, and Permafrost Research 
Establishment in Wilmette, Ill., actually by the direction of the Department of 
Defense and for the use of the Army, Navy, and Air Force. This laboratory 
also is directed by the Chief of Engineers. Its function is that of research and 
investigation aimed toward developing a capacity to live, build, operate, and 
fight in the Arctic. There is an overtone of interest in the physical, engineering, 
and structural properties of snow, ice, and permanently frozen ground. 

It must be emphasized that both of these laboratories are serving a unique 
function and that no other laboratories exist within the United States of Amer- 
ica or Canada to do this work. In contrast the U. 8. S. R. effort is of several 
times our magnitude. Our universities have very little capacity in this respect 
and that which they do have has developed under Army contracts. The all- 
civilian personnel manning our laboratories are scientists and engineers self- 
developed as to this new endeavor. 

Both of our laboratories were established without the benefit of precedents 
or any previous experience. Furthermore, one could not predict the true extent 
and importance of Arctic matters. The extent of growth in these matters has 
been a surprise, with the result that both establishments have completely out- 
grown their patchwork of rented and/or makeshift facilities. The Corps of 
Engineers is now forced to combine its organizations and expand its facilities. 

In this instance an appropriation was made for this facility last fiscal year. 
Unfortunately, and as the result of more detailing of designs and the passage 
of time since the preparation of the asking estimate, last year’s appropriation 
was inadequate. Hence, this is a request for additional funds. 


Impact of losing the new facility for the Cold Regions Engineering Laboratory 

In the meantime our scientists and engineers are working in makeshift and 
crowded facilities in adapted rented laundry buildings, back alley garages, and 
in Murphy General Hospital. If this new facility were not to become available, 
it would then become necessary to relocate one or both facilities in enlarged 
quarters if and where adaptable buildings could be found for rent, with the 
attendant costs of adaptation and improvisation. With a very reasonable 
assurance of a permanent requirement for continuing this function, a new facility 
is probably more economical and certainly more efficacious in the long run. 

Of growing concern are the losses of our trained scientists and engineers 
taking place by the lure of more money and better working conditions. Even 
those dedicated to their work regardless of pay advantages are leaving due to 
the unsatisfactory and squalid conditions surrounding their work. 
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HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee recommends an appropriation of $780,000, a reduction of 
$3,204,000 in the budget request of $3,984,000. The request of $1,913,000 for a 
new cartographic engineering building at the Army Map Service has not been 
allowed at this time as the estimate is based only on preliminary planning with- 
out the benefit of designs. The wisdom of this action is borne out by the large 
increase in the original cost estimate of the Cold Regions Engineering Laboratory 
made on a similar basis. An appropriation of $2,496,000 was made for that 
project last year and there is an additional request of $1,291,000 in this program. 
The request for the laboratory is also denied as the committee is not convinced 
as to accuracy of the cost estimates or the desirability of the location and directs 
that further study of available facilities be made. 


TRANSPORTATION 


Thousands 

ST TOR re ce ne ee eee bake) ow. Sw eee 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee________________~_- ried he 184 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee___________________ 8, 450 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Fort Eustis, Va. 


[In thousands] 








House Appropriations 
Committee 






Proposed 
appropria- 
tion 


Description 








Approval Reduction 








Training command headquarters building 0 $744 
3 enlisted men’s barracks (326-man)-------.-- ; 0 1, 960 
Battalion mess building_____- Lick biMaodbe 335 | 0 335 
Battalion administration and d supply Pe oc outnmesieses | 241 | 0 241 
Heating plant _- EN ttirecs nid os ean case a os Stare ae tad saeeee 170 0} 170 


The deletion of the Training Command headquarters building from the fiscal 
year 1959 military construction, Army, program will require the command to 
continue to use for its headquarters temporary facilities consisting of 16 small 
frame buildings which were constructed during early part of World War IT for 
battalion and company administrative and supply purposes. The use of these 
old frame buildings does not provide for an effective and economical operation, 
or for good management procedures, of a training command headquarters. These 
old buildings have been in constant use since early part of World War II and 
have now reached the stage where complete rehabilitation should be accom- 
plished, similar to the Department of the Army barracks improvement program. 
The rehabilitation at the very minimum will cost approximately $425,000. The 
consolidation of the headquarters staff and administrative activities in 1 per- 
manent building will provide for a more effective operation and will result in a 
savings of $58,000 per year. 

The deletion of the 3 enlisted men’s barracks, each 326-man, from the fiscal 
year 1959 military construction, Army program will necessitate that 978 en- 
listed men in training at Fort Eustis, Va., continue to occupy substandard World 
War II, two-story frame barracks. The 3 proposed 326-man permanent barracks 
will replace 17 old barracks. No work has been done on these buildings in con- 
nection with the Department of the Army barracks improvement program ini- 
tiated during fiscal year 1955; their continued use will necessitate that rehabili- 
tation be accomplished for the welfare and morale of enlisted personnel. At 
the present time approximately 50 percent of the enlisted strength are billeted in 
16 permanent barracks and the remainder in World War II frame barracks 
buildings, a number of which are in the process of being rehabilitated in con- 
nection with the Department of the Army barracks improvement program. It 
is estimated that the rehabilitation of the 17 frame barracks will cost approxi- 
mately $442,000. The construction of the 3 permanent barracks will permit the 
demolition of the 17 old frame buildings which are more costly to maintain, 
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even when improved under the Department of the Army improvement program, 
than permanent buildings. 

The mess building is required to support the three enlisted men’s barracks, a 
Separate line item in this program. The construction of this mess building 
will eliminate 4 old messes located in 4 small frame buildings which have been 
continually utilized since early part of World War II. These four mess build- 
ings are in poor condition and require replacement or complete rehabilitation. 
This work will cost approximately $100,000 and when completed, the operation 
and annual maintenance will continue to be more costly than the operation of 
one large mess building complete with modern kitchen equipment. 

The battalion administration and supply building is required to support the 
3 enlisted men’s barracks which is a separate line item in the fiscal year 1959 
military construction, Army program, and will be required for use if the bar- 
racks are provided. The proposed three barracks do not provide administrative 
space or supply and storage facilities for the occupants of the buildings. Con- 
struction of this permanent building will permit the demolition of four old ob- 
solete frame buildings which have been continually used since early part of 
World War II. 

The heating plant is required to heat the three enlisted men’s barracks, bat- 
talion mess, and battalion administration and supply building, which are sep- 
arate line items in the fiscal year 1959 military construction, Army program. 
These proposed permanent buildings could not be satisfactorily used without the 
construction of this heating plant. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


For Transportation Corps facilities the committee recommends an appropria- 
tion of $184,000, a reduction of $3,450,000 in the budget estimates of $3,634,000. 
The reductions made are for facilities at Fort Eustis as follows: Training Com- 
mand headquarters building, $744,000; 3 enlisted men’s barracks, $1,960,000; 
battalion mess building, $335,000; battalion administration and supply build- 
ing, $241,000; and heating plant, $170,000. This action is consistent with the 
committee’s policy to replace only those facilities most urgently needed and it is 
felt that existing facilities can continue to be utilized at least for the present. 


MEDICAL 
Thousand 
Funding request oe Seneeh toes See eee 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee____--___--_----__ we 0 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee_________________________ 3, 104 


Fitzsimons Army Hospital, Colorado 


{In thousands] 


House Appropriations 











Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- 2 St 
tion 
| Approval Reduction 
Enlisted men’s barracks, without mess____--~- ads glee $733 0 $733 
Administration and supply building (2-Co) -...-...-...-...... 129 | 0 | 129 


The enlisted quarters at Fitzsimons Army Hospital are of emergency-type 
frame construction and the maintenance cost after 16 years of use is excessive 
and cannot be justified. Continued use of these quarters will require continua- 


tion of present high maintenance costs and will adversely affect the morale and 
welfare of enlisted personnel. 


Walter Reed Army Medical Center, District of Columbia 


{In thousands] 


House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- 
| tion 
Approval | Reduction 
| : 
| 


Army Medical Research Institute (Public Law 161-84th)__-__- | $2, 242 0 2, 242 





EE 
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This is the first increment of a project designed to consolidate widely sepa- 
rated Army medical service research and development facilities into one build- 
ing, within the boundary of a permanent installation located close to United 
States Government and civilian research and development institutions and 
professional teaching schools. The Forest Glen section of WRAMC was selected 
as the site for this consolidation. This project has been under consideration 
for 6 years and has been submitted to Congress for approval on 2 previous 
occasions. Consolidated into one facility will be the Army Medical Service 
Research Laboratory, Fort Knox, Ky., the Army Medical Nutrition Laboratory, 
Fitzsimons Army Hospital, Colorado, and the Army Environmental Health 
Laboratory located at the Army Chemical Center, Maryland. With the ex- 
ception of the portion of the Army Medical Research Laboratory, all activities 
are housed in temporary World War II temporary structures which are un- 
economical in maintenance, inefficient in operation, and an unacceptable fire 
hazard to the millions of dollars of expensive installed equipment. ‘To further 
defer this project is not in the best interests of an efficient research and develop- 
ment program and will result in a loss to the taxpayer. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee has not allowed the budget estimate of $3,104,000 for medical 
facilities. This included an enlisted men’s barracks without mess, $733,000, 
and an administration and supply building, $129,000, at the Fitzsimons Army 
Hospital. This action is consistent with the policy of the committee on the 
replacement of facilities as it is felt the requirement can be met more economi- 
cally through the use of existing facilities of which several are in such condition 
as to warrant retention for mobilization purposes. The request of $2,242,000 for 
the Army Medical Research Institute has been denied. There is serious ques- 
tion as to the military aspects of some of the studies and investigations either 
underway or proposed for this Institute which appear to duplicate other 
research activities of the Government. The committee insists that a restudy 
be made of the scope and cost of this facility as well as the possible use of 
existing facilities presently available to the services. 


FIRST ARMY 


Thousands 

I Ss cineca iene tigen aids $3, 920 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee__._______-_.__-____-______ 171 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee_._._._.....__________ 3, 749 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Fort Diz, N. J. 


{In thousands] 


House Appropriations 








Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- 
tion 

Approval Reduction 
Enlisted men’s barracks, without mess....--.......-..-------- $762 0 $762 
2 enlisted men’s barracks (326-man) ---------- , 283 0 1, 283 
Battalion mess building..........._._._.-..-- 420 0 420 
Battalion ammunition and supply building-- 275 0 275 
ae and supply building (2-Co)...._-_--.-----_--- 116 0 116 
MUNI NIN PP recs ke Scr te, clio eT) 147 0 147 
Bachelor officers? IRIE NA ii as ok Cig ci ek as Scand 746 | 0 746 


| 


The new 500-bed hospital is scheduled for completion by March 1959. There 
are no barrack facilities in the vicinity of the new hospital, either permanent 
or temporary. Without the barracks proposed, it will be necessary to transport 
3 daily work shifts between barracks and hospital, a round-trip distance of 3 
miles requiring 3 buses. The present eight medical company buildings are 
planned for mobilization retention for this station having an appreciable mo- 
bilization requirement. 
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The two 326-man barracks, together with the mess, administration-supply 
buildings, and heating plant, are required to provide an increment of permanent 
housing and support facilities for enlisted men for which there is an appreciable 
deficiency at this station. 

The bachelor officers’ quarters project is to provide permanent and adequate 
quarters for female officers assigned at Fort Dix. These quarters will be located 
near the new, permanent hospital under construction. Present need is being 
met by mobilization-type nurses’ quarters and a converted temporary building, 
all built in 1941. The existing quarters will be retained for mobilization uses 
and to house personnel other than commissioned officers. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee recommends an appropriation of $171,000 for facilities in the 
First Army, a reduction of $3,749,000 in the budget request of $4,920,000. 

Consistent with policy on the nonessential replacement of facilities, the com- 
mittee has denied the 2 enlisted men’s barracks and supporting facilities totaling 
$2,241,000 at Fort Dix. Funds have also been denied for the enlisted men’s 
barracks and bachelor officers’ quarters for the medical detachment at this 
location. 


Seconp ARMY 


Thousand 

BUNGE TOUR csc cce en oe ee ee en eee $5, 337 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee____._____________-____ 1, 543 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee__..__._.___._______ 3, 794 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Carlisle Barracks, Pa. 


[In thousands] 








House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
appropria- 


Description 


Approval Reduction 


Hospital (50,000 square feet) ..........-.-.---.---22--2-- 
Family quarters. ....-.- ieee cabenndaniilcihiildmbimtidacincs ted 


0 $1, 920 
080 
Land acquisition 





The construction of a new 50/100-bed hospital at Carlisle Barracks will re- 
sult in savings not only in maintenance costs but also in operation costs for 
the reason that it will provide area medical service for the following installa- 
tions: Indiantown Gap Military Reservation; Letterkenny Ordnance Depot; 
Marietta Transportation Depot; New Cumberland General Depot ; Fort Ritchie; 
Olmstead Air Force Base; Naval Depot, Mechanicsburg. Due to its age, type of 
construction, layout, and location, the present facility cannot provide modern, 
efficient medical care. To defer the construction of the requested facility is not 
in the best interest of economy. The present hospital is a collection of buildings 
erected over the past 48 years, the permanent part of the plant having been 
built in 1908. The wood buildings constitute a fire hazard. The permanent 
building is separated from the temporary structures by a heavily traveled main 
highway. Patients are housed in a building located less than 40 yards from a 
main line of a railroad, presenting a noise and cleanliness problem. If the new 
hospital is built, the old permanent building will be diverted to administrative 
use, while the temporary wood buildings will be demolished. 

The acquisition of land is necessary to provide the site for the proposed con- 
struction of additional units of officer family quarters, station hospital, nurses’ 
quarters, and chapel. The DA proposes to dispose of land known as farm No. 1, 
now a part of Carlisle Barracks Reservation, if the acquisition requested is 
made possible. Both farm No. 1 and the new land proposed for acquisition have 
frontages of approximately 1,900 feet on United States Highway 11. Farm No. 
1 contains 65.1 acres, while the proposed acquisition amounts to 49.94 acres. 
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Farm No. 1 has been estimated to have a disposal value of $158,000, as compared 
to the $354,000 value of the proposed acquisition. While this differential may 
at first seem substantial, it is to be noted that the differential would be more 
than offset by the value of the five buildings to be acquired with the land and 
future savings in the cost of extending utilities for future new construction in 
the new and closer-in area versus farm No. 1. The 5 buildings to be acquired 
will provide 6 sets of usable and adequate quarters and an additional 3 sets 
after some alterations. The release of farm No. 1 will result in the loss of only 
one set of quarters. It is believed that the value of improvements on the land 
requested has not been fully appreciated. 

These improvements are valued at $164,000 and account for 46 percent of the 
estimated acquisition cost. The shortening of utility runs to future construction 
to be sited on the proposed acquisition, as compared to similar service to the 
farm No. 1 area would effect a savings of about $70,000. Consequently, it may 
be seen that the monetary return from disposal of farm No. 1, the savings on 
utility runs and the intrinsic value of facilities on the property to be acquired 
will more than offset the total acquisition cost and result in a long-range net 
gain to the Government. Such long-range gain would be over and above the 
intangible but real benefits to be derived from the existence of a smaller but 
better sited installation if the real estate exchange is consummated. There is 
much to be said for funding the land acquisition even if funds for construc- 
tion cannot be provided at this time. The Department of the Army has con- 
stantly tried to maintain the physical facilities at Carlisle Barracks at a stand- 
ard commensurate with the dignity and prestige of the United States Army War 
College, the Army’s senior educational institution. The land acquisition would 
serve this purpose by consolidating the real estate as Carlisle Barracks into a 
compact installation and preventing further intrusion of commercial enterprises 
into areas where they would be highly undesirable from the college point of view. 
The appreciation in value of this real estate over a period of years indicates 
that the longer acquisition is delayed, the more it will cost the Government. The 
estimated current value of the land less improvements is $190,000 or $3,800 
per acre. This compares with an estimated valued of $117,000 or $2,400 per 
acre in 1951. The above figures indicate that the land itself has appreciated 
at a rate of about $8 percent per year for the last 7 years. All current 
indicators are that the appreciation rate will continue at the same or a higher 
rate. 

The proposed 36 units of family housing at Carlisle Barracks are for senior 
grade officers. They will be occupied by 24 permanently assigned officers and 
12 student officers. Due to the lack of sufficient otticer family quarters, 52 officers 
are required to live in quarters designed and constructed in 1949 for noncom- 
missioned officer occupancy. The net floor area of these units varies from 632 
square feet to 949 square feet. The majority of them have a net floor area of 762 
square feet. Students selected for attendance at the Army War College are 
senior field officers who have completed 18 to 20 years commissioned service 
and, with minor exceptions, have families of growing children. Few, if any, of 
these officers will desire to leave their families behind during the duration of 
their school assignment. The inadequacy of family quarters at Carlisle Barracks 
has created a serious morale problem among student officer personnel attend- 
ing the Army War College. The curriculum requires that much study be con- 
ducted outside of the classroom and during evening hours. The small quarters 
which the officers are provided create internal family pressure not conducive 
to individual home study and small group consultations essential to mutual 
eonfidence and high scholastic effort. These conditions have created scholastic 
obstacles not prevelant in comparable civilian institutions and have contributed 
to the serious impairment of student morale. Since this is the most significant 
educational experience in the entire career of the future Army leadership, every 
condition conducive to maximum achievement should be provided. Although 
the provision of adequate family quarters for eligible personnel is desirable at all 
installations, the need for such quarters is particularly compelling at Carlisle 
Barracks. 

The construction of the 36 sets of quarters will permit the removal of senior 
officers from small unsatisfactory NCO housing. The overall reassignment of 
quarters permitted by this construction will result in the proposed sets of 
quarters being occupied by senior ofticers, 24 of which will be members of the 
permanent party, and 12 will be the most senior students. 
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Fort Knor, Ky. 


{In thousands] 


House Appropriations 


| Proposed Committee 
Description | a@ppropria- 

tion 

Approval Reduction 








5 battalion classroom buildings (Public Law 161-84th Cong.). | $329 0 $329 
Battalion headquarters building (Public Law 161-84th Conan 59 0 59 


Classrooms have not been provided for six of the battalion areas where part 
of the permanent barracks for enlisted men are located. Mobilization-type 
barracks are now being used as classrooms. These buildings will revert to troop 
housing when these classrooms are completed. Due to condition of available 
space for classroom use, all classes are held outdoors when weather permits. 
Messes, now used as classrooms, will be modified for their original designed use. 

The battalion headquarters building is necessary for administrative, supply, 
and command functions of troops in the battalion area and assigned to permanent 
barracks. These functions are now accomplished in space needed for troop 
housing. There are no buildings near the housing area which could be converted 
for battalion administration. 


Fort George G. Meade, Md. 


{In thousands] 


! 


House Appropriations 
Proposed | Committee 
Description | @ppropria- |____ = 
tion | 
Approval | Reduction 


Se — —_— ee —= |__| —-—__————_ 


Enlisted men’s barracks, without mess (Public Law 968, 
84th Cong.) $4 


; | $4 
Bachelor officers’ quarters (Public Law 968, 84th Cong.) ._...._-| 43 | 
! 


48 


oo 


The enlisted men’s barracks (124-man) is to provide a permanent building to 
house the complement of enlisted personnel and to support the 150-bed hospital. 
‘The increase in construction cost estimate is attributable to the ability to make a 
more detailed estimate of utility costs, based on a more complete siting plan. 
The present need is being met by mobilization-type barracks constructed in 1941 
and which are 3 miles from the new hospital site. These barracks will be 
retained for mobilization purposes. 

The bachelor officers’ quarters are necessary to provide a permanent building 
to house the complement of 30 nurses, dietitians, and others female officers and to 
support the 150-bed hospital. Mobilization-type barracks constructed in 1941, 
* miles from the new hospital site, are now being utilized. They will be retained 
for mobilization purposes. Increased construction costs are attributable to 
budget estimate having been based on a normal site and average utility costs, 
whereas final site preparation was more expensive (removal of knoll being 
required) ; budget estimate was based on standard plan in effect in 1955 and 
now modified; construction cost index has increased about 8 percent since the 
budget estimate was prepared. 


HOUSE COM MITTTEE REPORT 


The committee recommends $1,543,000 for facilities in this area, a reduction 
of $3,794,000 in the budget estimate of $5,337,000. 

The entire request for Carlisle Barracks has been denied. With the disposition 
of hospitals and other facilities at this time, it is not felt there is ample justifica- 
tion for construction of a hospital costing $1,920,000. Funds have not been 
allowed for the construction of family quarters for senior officers estimated at 
$1,080,000. It was testified that this housing will be for students at the Army 
War College who are assigned for only 10 months. The committee is of the 
opinion that the tour of duty is not of sufficient length and of the character to 
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justify the construction of quarters costing $22,000 each, exclusive of land. Inas- 
much as the land-acquisition item of $354,000 is related to the projects denied, 
it is, likewise, not allowed; however, the Army should proceed to dispose of 
farm No. 1. The request for 5 battalion classroom buildings and a battalion 
headquarters building totaling $388,000 at Fort Knox has been denied, as they 
would be replacing facilities in such condition as to be used for other purposes. 
The requests for an additional $4,000 for a medical detachment enlisted men’s 
barracks and an additional $48,000 for a bachelor officers’ quarters at Fort Meade 
has been denied, as the cost of transporting the personnel is not sufficient to 
warrant the expenditure of funds. 


Tutrp ARMY 


Thousand 

nna OI aed 9) eee chats ag dl Bn ik sit enecalrantinndnaeieneieialsanias $14, 229 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee_______________--_____~- 6, 312 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee____._________-____- 7,917 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
Fort Benning, Ga. 


{In thousands] 





House Appropriations 

















Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- |___ =e 
tion 
Approval Reduction 
Family quarters ec i Te $605 0 $605 
Enlisted men’s barracks, without mess (medical) (263-man) __-| 584 | 0 584 
Bachelor olficers’ quarters (nurse s) De eee caenaeee | 660 | 0 660 
EOE, WAGONS GD 6a as do once annncadsccnans- ous ica 389 0 389 


The requested 25 field grade officer (lieutenant colonels and majors) quarters 
are urgently required at Fort Benning. Based on the current strength at Fort 
Benning, there is a shortage of 965 field grade quarters. After completion 
of the 1,000 unit Capehart project now underway, which will be occupied by 
company grade officers and noncommissioned officers, Fort Benning will have a 
program deficit of 1,025 units for eligible military personnel. In addition to 
this housing shortage, there are some 1,100 lower grade military personnel 
living off-post and unable to find adequate community support. Available 
community support in the environs of Fort Benning is being utilized to the 
maximum. In addition to approximately 6,500 rentals by the military (in- 
cluding lower grade personnel) some 1,200 military personnel have purchased 
homes in the community, 51 military are renting trailers and over 200 military 
have bought or are purchasing trailers. However, community support cannot 
satisfy the large family housing requirement at Fort Benning. The Army 
has been able to greatly alleviate the housing requirement for noncommissioned 
and company grade officers through the Capehart and Wherry housing pro- 
grams, but the requirement for housing for senior grade officers has not been 
reduced through this construction. Experience has shown that the provision 
of adequate family housing for senior grade officers as authorized by law, is 
not possible under the Capehart housing program without reducing the size 
and quality of the company grade and noncommissioned officer quarters below 
acceptable standards. It is an undeniable fact that the opportunity for normal 
family living is a determining factor in the retention of highly trained, well 
qualified military personnel. Consideration must be given to the provision of 
proper family housing support commensurate with the grade, pay, and respon- 
sibility of the individual. Not only does the lack of adequate housing com- 
mensurate with need, status, and responsibility lead in the military man to the 
conclusion that he is considered a second-class citizen, but also results in an 
actual financial loss to the Government. Money invested in adequate housing 
will more than offset the notable financial loss represented by the voluntary 
separation from service of highly trained personnel in whose training great 
amounts of money have been invested. Sound economy demands MCA con- 
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struction to meet the family housing requirements beyond the capability of 
the Capehart program. The 25 field grade officer quarters herein requested 
are urgently required at Fort Benning and the magnitude of the request is 
considered less than minimal in view of the cited requirements. 

Failure to restore the enlisted men’s barracks will result in a marked reduc- 
tion in the efficiency of the administration of the new hospital recently completed. 
Further, it will result in forced continuance of a costly transportation system 
requiring $58,452 annually. The new hospital, in which the enlisted technician 
for whom this barrack is requested will work, has been constructed some 4 miles 
from the old existing hospital. The transportation of three shifts daily of the 
enlisted medical technicians and corpsmen from their existing quarters to the 
new hospital site is a time-consuming and unsatisfactory procedure. Addi- 
tionally, the existing quarters are planned to be used for quartering of other 
enlisted men of units stationed in areas contiguous to the old hospital area. 
If new quarters for the hospital corpsmen at their work area in the new hos- 
pital are not provided, these other enlisted units will be forced to continue living 
in substandard mobilization-type barracks which are obsolescent and uneco- 
nomical to maintain. 

If the bachelor officers’ quarters is not reinstated in the approved appropriation 
request, nurses to staff the new hospital will be forced to continue living in 
space at the old hospital some 4 miles away or in the nearby city. This results 
in the operation of a costly and unsatisfactory transportation system, referred to 
with reference to the enlisted men’s barracks. Such separation froth their work 
site also results in a substantial delay when nurses are required for emergency 
duty. Fort Benning has a severe shortage of permanent bachelor officers’ 
quarters spaces possessing only some 200 spaces of a total requirement of 2,255. 

If the theater is not reinstated in the approved appropriation request the 
enlisted men in the new enlisted men’s barracks area (7,700 men) will be 
forced to travel some 2 miles to the main post area and utilize the main post 
theater which is badly overcrowded. Because of the crowding and lack of 
sufficient theater space at Fort Benning, the main post theater is forced to 
schedule three complete showings in an evening to accommodate patrons. 
Additionally, the new enlisted men’s barracks area does not now have facilities 
to show training films to units of battalion size. With the great increase in 
recent years of filmed training presentations this presents a serious problem 
in accomplishing the training objectives of the school. 


Thousands 

BURGIe PAGO nicsveer iin heb en ee $14, 229 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee__._____._____.____---__-__ 6, 312 
teduced by House Appropriations Committee__......-------- 7,917 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
Fort Campbell, Ky. 


[In thousands] 


House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- 
tion 


Approval Reduction 


ee NS oc. 5 ccd beet isd ehtinatnwd $502 | 0 $502 


The dental clinic at Fort Campbell is presently housed in two mobilization 
type buildings constructed in 1942 and in need of repairs. The clinic is lo- 
cated approximately 2 miles from the permanent troop housing area. Defer- 
ment of the project will require the continued use of buildings with high 
maintenance cost and will result in needless lost time for personnel receiving 
dental care. 
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Fort McClellan, Ala. 


{In thousands] 


House Appropriations 
Proposed | Committee 
appropria- |_ 
tion | 


Approval Reduction 





Station hospital (125-bed) $3, 331 


i et tannin gia pelle Lie asetaolpe 
| $3, 331 0 
| | 


The two hospitals requested in the program are replacements. The hospital at 
Fort McClellan is a vast, sprawling arrangement of cantonment-type buildings 
which encompass 1,388 beds. These buildings have long passed their eco- 
nomical usefulness and because of the area they cover, efficient operation of a 
small hospital is impossible without extensive alterations. The requirement 
for this installation is for a hospital of 125 beds consolidated in 1 permanent 
building. The deferment of this project will result in continued excessive main- 
tenance costs and is not in the best interest of the taxpayer. 


Thousands 

I ig cs: chanel sips ab arated edad ads Minden ots Sssile sashes cae Vasant $14, 229 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee__-._-._--_------------- 6, 312 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee___________- -hecind vale ah WM 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
Fort Rucker, Ala. 


{In thousands] 


| | House Appropriations 





Proposed Committee 
Description | appropria- SS ee 
tion 
Approval Reduction 
ee et snare sctelaaobtiiniainreacahhanaiiianieal | 2+ = = = 2] 
2 enlisted men’s barracks ea ars Serer earn ere ao ee $1, 329 0 $1, 329 
Battalion administration and supply building--_._......--.---- 208 0 208 
Battalion mess building ) | 309 


' 
‘ 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
‘ 
‘ 
' 
' 
i 
' 
' 
' 
i 
' 
' 
' 
‘ 
' 
' 
& 
= 
= 


If the enlisted men’s barracks and the ancillary battalion administration and 
mess facilities are not provided, enlisted men assigned to Fort Rucker will 
continue to live in old substandard mobilization-type structures which are obso- 
lescent and uneconomical to maintain. Fort Rucker presently has authorized 
slightly more than one-third of the permanent barracks required at the station. 
A soldier’s living quarters represent one of the main factors, if not indeed the 
main factor, which influence his satisfaction or dissatisfaction with a chosen 
career in the Army. If the Army continues to be unable to furnish its enlisted 
men with any but frame barracks, austere in appearance and deficient in space, 
little can be done to enhance the attractiveness of a military career. The ulti- 
mate costs to the Army of the constant failure to reenlist with resultant new 
training costs for replacements far outweigh the initial cost of providing 
decent living quarters for its enlisted soldiers. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee recommends an appropriation of $6,312,000 for facilities in 
the Third Army, a reduction of $7,917,000 in the budget estimates of $14,229,000. 
Several adjustments have been made in the program at Fort Benning. The 
request of $605,000 for 25 family housing quarters has been denied as there are 
many items of a more urgent nature in the program. The request for medical 
detachment enlisted men’s barracks and bachelor officer’s quarters has been 
denied as the cost of transporting personnel is far less than the cost of new 
buildings. Inasmuch as there is a theater not too far from the one proposed, 
the request for $389,000 for this purpose is denied. 
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Consistent with previous action on the replacement of facilities and due to the 
low priority assigned to the dental clinic at Fort Campbell the committee has 
disallowed the request of $502,000. As stated earlier, the committee does not 
feel there is adequate justification for the construction of new hospitals at this 
time for the replacement of existing usable facilities which would continue to 
be maintained on a standby basis, and has denied the request of $3,331,000 for 
a hospital at Fort McClellan. 

The committee has approved the funds requested for implementation of the 
Army aviation program at Fort Rucker, Ala., including a student dormitory for 
those engaged in flight training. The $1,846,000 requested for enlisted men’s 
barracks and supporting facilities has been denied however and the committee 
will expect the existing facilities to continue in use. 


FourtH ARMY 





Thousand 

RII . FOUN nics tha drgcrnpiscnty dentemaiabaeegbwe i “onc bieeeeal ciated cae $24, 997 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee___..____-_-._-_----_____ 14, 525 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee__._.__.___________ 10, 472 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
Fort Bliss, Ter. 


{In thousands] 


| House Appropriations 

Proposed | Committee 

Description appropria- 
tion | 


| 
| Approval Reduction 








13 guided missile guidance laboratory buildings : $4, 996 ( 
2 administration and classroom buildings. ; | 2, 9382 ( 


| 


) $4, 996 
) | 2, 932 


Failure to provide requested appropriations for construction of the guided 
missile guidance laboratories and the two administration and classroom build- 
ings will severely limit the capability of the Army’s Air Defense Guided Missile 
School at Fort Bliss to accomplish its assigned mission. This school has been 
assigned a vastly accelerated training objective to train missile technicians and 
unit officers to man and command the rapidly increasing number of air-defense 
missile units being deployed in defense of our cities and major defense installa- 
tions. The school, which is located on an old cavalry post, has exerted herculean 
efforts to improvise and make do with old makeshift cavalry stables and such 
other mobilization-type temporary structures as may exist. They have gone to 
2-shift, 16-hour-per-day operation in order to meet the requirement for trained 
operators and missile repairmen. If these needed facilities are not provided 
the phased output of trained student officers and men will have to be cut back 
to fit the existing facilities and the Army’s ability to reach its planned posture 
of air defense will be proportionately delayed. The acceptance of this added 
factor of calculated risk in being unable to meet the planned stationing of missile 
air-defense units, is one that the Army is most reluctant to assume. In these 
tense and troubled times it is mandatory that the Nation’s air defense be brought 
to its peak capabiliy at the earliest possible date. 


Fort Sill, Okla. 


{In thousands] 


| House Appropriations 


Proposed | Committee 
Description \ ee eS eee 
} tion | 
| Approval Reduction 
| 
Academic building (Department of Motors) : scan $2, 285 0 | 2, 284 
Hardstand (Department of Motors a 260 0} 260 


29525—58—_—_23 


————————— 


| 
: 
: 
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If the academic building (Department of Motors) and its ancillary hardstand 
is not provided for in the current appropriation request, the Artillery and 
Guided Missile Center will be severely handicappted in its capability to accom- 
plish its training mission. The Guided Missile School at the center must provide 
technical training for officers and enlisted men who will man our surface-to- 
surface missile units which are rapidly replacing the conventional artillery units 
as the Army’s main element of firepower. The requested facilities will provide 
an adequate, modern, and efficient training building where these military stu- 
dents can receive instruction in operation, maintenance, and technical procedures 
used in conection with the new and highly complex specialized equipmet required 
for the new units. Much of this equipment is of large size and complicated in 
its operational and control aspects, having usually both mechanical and hy- 
draulic control or energizing systems. Many pieces because of their size and 
complexity simply cannot be adequately presented for instruction to students in 
the existing substandard mobilization-type buildings. An example of this short- 
coming is epitomized in a single piece of equipment, the erector, used in the 
Corporal missile battalion. This is a self-propelled piece of equipment capable 
of erecting and holding the Corporal missile in a vertical position, and 
has an overall length of approximately 40 feet. 

The existing buildings being used are wooden-frame former stables or motor 
repair shops with narrow doors, column studded interiors and low ceilings. 
They are deficient in every aspect for an adequate training facility and widely 
scattered in varying physical locations. The conversation of the Army’s artillery 
units to modern guided missiles is proceeding on an accelerated basis to equip 
the Army’s new pentomic divisions and to bring the Nations defense and striking 
forces to a state of readiness at the earliest possible date. The Fort Sill Guided 
Missile School has been assigned a greatly expanded and vital objective of pro- 
viding trained men for these units. The academic facilities requested here are 
an urgent necessity in being able to meet this expanded objective within the 
compressed time schedule for activation of missile units. Failure to furnish 
the Army with adequate training facilities to meet this requirement will degrade 
the quality of the instruction offered and stretch out the time required to meet 
the training objectives. 

HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee has approved $14,525,000 of the request of $24,997,000 for 
installations in the Fourth Army. The reduction of $10,472,000 achieved by the 
committee includes the deletion of an academic building and hardstand for the 
Department of Motors at Fort Sill, Okla. This Department is presently housed 
in adequate quarters and the committee can see no need for their replacement 
at the present time. At Fort Bliss, Tex., the committee has deleted funds re- 
quested for 18 guilded missile guidance laboratory buildings and 2 administration 
and classroom buildings. The design for these buildings has not been started 
and there are existing facilities available at this base for administrative and 
classdoom purposes. The committee will offer no objection to the resubmittal 
of the laboratory buildings after design has been completed and realistic cost 
estimates are available. The funds approved by the committee will provide 
essential facilities for the expanded missile training required for the Army 
guided missile program at Fort Bliss and for essential operational buildings 
at Fort Hood and Fort Sill. 

FirtH ARMY 


Thousand 
NR ON ak gs ah cate ns he re oe Ring anion antoma, ween $5, 344 
Approved by House Appropriations SN dl cca 2, 813 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee________-._. 2,531 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
Fort Carson, Colo. 
{In thousands] 








House Appropriations 











Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- el nial cacti 
tion a 
Approval Reduction 
| wa : sla ii 
Battalion classroom buildings........-...-----.---..-..---.--- $161 | 0 $161 


Sparen tal TORR GIAIUID: 6 ee scciicccicncmnnepaccusccanineses 171 | 0 “171 
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Present need being met by World War II mobilization-type wood-frame struc- 
tures. These have exceeded their normal useful life and are expensive to main- 


tain. The requested facilities accompany permanent barracks (some completed, 
some under construction). 


Fort Benjamin Harrison, Ind. 


{In thousands] 





House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- 
tion 
Approval Reduction 


CI i ne ee $825 0 $825 
Consolidated enlisted men’s mess___...............-..--------- 661 0 661 


The deficit in family housing at Fort Benjamin Harrison is entirely in officers 
quarters. It has been proven impracticable, because of the cost limitation, to 
develop a Capehart project composed of junior and senior grade officers quarters 
only. The current deficit or unsatisfied requirement of officers quarters at this 
installation is for 2 generals, 8 colonels, 56 lieutenant colonels and majors, and 
111 company grade officers—the requested 33-unit project will provide quarters 
for 1 general, 1 colonel, 13 lieutenant colonels and majors, and 18 company grade 
officers. In addition to the 300-unit Wherry project at this installation, which is 
occupied completely by NCO’s, there are only 84 sets of public quarters, and these 
were constructed prior to 1931—some even as early as 1908. Fort Benjamin Har- 
rison, in addition to being the headquarters of the United States Army Military 
District of Indiana, also provides the logistic support of the Adjutant General’s 
Board, the Finance Center, the Adjutant General’s School, and the Finance 
School. The available quarters are inadequate and insufficient to accommodate 
the permanent personnel assigned as faculty for these important schools. The 
requested 33 units of officers quarters are urgently required and is a minimum 
step toward providing adequate housing at this installation commensurate with 
the need and responsibility of the permanently assigned officers. It is an unde- 
niable fact that the opportunity for normal family living is a determining factor 
in the retention of highly trained, well-qualified military personnel. Considera- 
tion must be given to the provision of proper family housing support commensu- 
rate with the grade, pay, and responsibility of the individual. Not only does 
the lack of adequate housing commensurate with need, status, and responsibility 
lead the military man to the conclusion that he is considered a second-class 
citizen, but also results in an actual financial loss to the Government. Money 
invested in adequate housing will more than offset the notable financial loss 
represented by the voluntary separation from service of highly trained person- 
nel. Sound economy demands appropriated fund (MCA) construction to meet 
the officer family housing requirement at Fort Benjamin Harrison, inasmuch as 
the requirement cannot be met through the Capehart program. 

The consolidated mess will provide messing facilities in the permanent troop 
housing area. At present no permanent mess facilities are available. Troops 
are now fed in a temporary World War II mobilization facility approximately 
1 mile away in the mobilization area. Training schedules do not permit time for 
students to be marched to meals and sufficient bus transportation is not available. 


Fort Leavenworth, Kans. 


{In thousands] 














] 
| House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- | tomes es 
tion | 
| Approval Reduction 
| 
Enlisted men’s barracks (214-man) with mess__........-------| $713 | 0 $713 





This barracks building will replace four existing structures. Three existing 
brick structures were built in 1889 and 1 frame building was built in 1905. It 
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is estimated that $562,000 would be needed to rehabilitate these buildings, which 
should be demolished. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee has approved $2,813,000 of the $5,344,000 requested for in- 
stallations in the Fifth Army. The reduction of $2,531,000 has been achieved 
by refusing the request for the replacement of facilties where the existing ones 
can continue in use without harming the operational mission of the installation. 
In this category the request for battalion classroom buildings and a regimental 
headquarters building at Fort Carson, Colo., has been deleted as has the request 
for new consolidated mess at Fort Benjamin Harrison, Ind., and the request 
for enlisted men’s barracks at Fort Leavenworth, Kans. In addition to this re- 
duction the committee has deleted the request for 33 units of family quarters 
to be constructed with appropriated funds at Fort Benjamin Harrison. 


SrxTtH ARMY 


Thousand 

SS EE ea ee eee eee ree ny ae ern * $11, 112 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee___________________-__ 14, 794 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee________---_____- * 6,318 


1The original submission as included in the report accompanying H. R. 13489 to the 
House Appropriations Committee was $11,112,000 for Sixth Army. Subsequent to hear- 
ings before the committee, the House and Senate Armed Services Committees reduced the 
authorization to permit a funding request of only $8,448,000, of which the House Appro- 
priations Committe approved $4,650,000 and deleted $3,798,000. 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
Camp Desert Rock, Nev. 


[In thousands} 





House Appropriations 





| Proposed Committee 
Description Spree” Fen eee 

| tion 

Approval Reduction 

| 


Ordnance and signal maintenance shop. --_-....-..------.-.--- $99 0 $99 





This project is part of a program to provide minimum emergency-type facil- 
ities to house and support a 5,000-man installation during periods of military 
participation in nuclear tests conducted at the Nevada proving grounds. This 
item will provide approximately 3,500 square feet for use in performing ord- 
nance field maintenance on all types of ordnance equipment, and 500 square feet 
for signal field maintenance. Unless a new structure is provided, the ordnance 
and signal maintenance support will be seriously curtailed due to lack of ade- 
quate work space. 

Other items have been deleted through lack of authorization. 


Fort Lewis, Wash. 


{In thousands] 


| 
House Appropriations 


Proposed | Committee 
Description appropria- ee 
tion 
Approval Reduction 
Post engineer maintenance shops. - - - ea ores $826 0 $826 


The present facilities are generally converted gun-sheds or motor park 
facilities and are scattered over the station resulting in inefficient operations. 
The motor park facilities will revert to and are needed by the units which are 
now without vehicle maintenance and storage facilities. Sound management dic- 
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tates that a consolidated maintenance facility be built to enable the return of the 


motor park facilities, rather than building additional motor maintenance 
facilities. 


Fort Ord, C ‘ali. 


{In thousands] 


| House Appropriations 
Proposed | Committee 
Description | appropria- 
| tion 
| Approval | Reduction 


2 enlisted men’s barracks (326-man)__- ie $1, 280 | 0 | $1, 280 

Battalions meses Waihi sk ob ek ee ed. 359 | 0 | 359 

Battalion administration and supply building__.............--} 255 0 | 255 

Heating plant__.....__- pitauttibds tt lec instal ‘ 143 | 0 143 

Commissary sales store... ._.-- ees Sindee eae ee 836 | 0 836 
| 





The existing facilities are World War II temporary wooden mobilization 
buildings erected in 1940, and have already exceeded their useful life. These 
substandard buildings require high maintenance costs, are not conducive to high 
morale, and are overcrowded. The barracks, mess, administration and supply, 
and heating plant comprise one battalion complex. 

The commissary serves personnel of the United States Navy Line School, the 
United States Army Language School, and the Coast Guard. The present facil- 
ity averages 1,400 customers per day, with an average dollar sales of $350,000 
per month. Existing semipermanent structure, constructed in 1940, is inade- 
quate in size, does not permit adequate meat market and refrigeration facilities, 
and requires scattering of backup storage in various buildings. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The request for the installations in the Sixth Army area was $11,112,000. The 
committee has approved $4,794,000, a reduction of $6,318,000. 

The items approved provide for essential operational and certain community 
facilities at Sixth Army installations, and the deletions, except in one instance, 
are based on previously mentioned policies of the committee with reference to 
the continued use of existing facilities. They include the denial of post engi- 
neer maintenance shops at Fort Lewis, Wash., and two enlisted men’s barracks 
with supporting facilities at Fort Ord, Calif. Fund were requested for the con- 
struction of facilities at Camp Desert Roek, Nev., in the amount of $2,892,000. 
This is the installation used during the testing of nuclear weapons at the Nevada 
proving grounds. Testimony was received by the committee that the installation 
is in use, at most, only 2 months during the year. Therefore, the committee can 
see no reason for the construction of additional facilities at this installation. It 


has, however, approved the request of $273,000 for essential improvements to 
the water supply system. 


U. S. Mrirrary AcapEMY, WEsT Pornt, N. Y. 


Thousands 

Fonditsg. request... =.=... raisin an sn REE Rn res aera canginamicngioipa se hemmrcereeaate $5, 992 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee_____.-_-_-__- 1 soijiasateaitiaies 4, 572 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee___...._..----_-_~_ 1, 420 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
U.S. Military Academy, West Point, N. Y. 


{In thousands] 


ne 
House Appropriations 
| 





Proposed Committee 
Description OO is i 
| tion | 
| Approval Reduction 
sipicatpehacl | | er 
Ck Des CE FOI so disks diiskddccwcadesaiiaoi | $4, 954 | $3, 954 | $1, 000 
Modernization of Camp Buckner.....................-------- 420 | 420 





pl Ss 
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Reduction of the cost of cadet barracks seriously affects the adequacy of 
the project and disregards the essential factors and problems that must be 
given due weight in planning for any construction at the United States Military 
Academy. The traditional architecture of the Military Academy is Gothic 
stone. Consequently, the cadet barracks must be designed and constructed to 
conform with the motif already established. Utilization of materials and more 
modern design developed to decrease construction costs would produce a struc- 
ture that would clash architecturally with the surrounding facilities and would 
detract from the appearance of a national institution. Location of the cadet 
barracks to insure proper utilization of academic, messing, and support fa- 
cilities and efficient coordination of the activities of cadets billeted therein with 
the rest of the corps prescribed siting in the area adjacent to the hospital. This 
location requires demolition of an old, antiquated portion of the cadet hospital 
and transfer of services rendered therein to a more modern and efficient loca- 
tion in a portion of the main hospital which will be rehabilitated. The cost of 
demolition of the on-site structure, therefore, is an added but necessary cost. In 
the West Point area, foundation material is rock. Any excavation or clearing 
requires extensive blasting and rock removal, thus adding materially to the 
unit cost of any new structure built there. Finally, labor costs at West Point 
are much higher than the average Army area in the United States. For ex- 
ample, the September 1957 cost index for Virginia was 0.95; for Maryland, 1.00; 
for New York City, 1.15; and for West Point, 1.30. The reduction of $1 million, 
or approximately 20 percent of the appropriation requested, is substantial. This 
cut, plus the factors noted above, will not permit construction of a facility which 
will meet reasonable minimum requirements. 
Camp Buckner is the permanent summer training facility of the United States 
Military Academy, and is a vital element in the field training of the cadet. All 
the structures are old and dilapidated. Many of them are former CCC bar- 
racks originally constructed in 1932 and moved and reerected at Camp Buck- 
ner in 1943 and 1954. These structures have far outlived their useful life, 
and maintenance costs have been excessively high. Maintenance in fiscal year 

1957 cost $58,000, and will rise exorbitantly if the structures are to be continued 
in service. The determination to modernize the facilities at Camp Buckner with 
semipermanent and properly designed austere facilities was made after careful 
studies of the continuing mission of the camp, the excessive maintenance costs 
with which the Military Academy is saddled, and the effect of such inadequate 
facilities upon the training and morale of the cadet. Failure to begin the mod- 
ernization program for Camp Buckner will increase maintenance costs, inter- 
fere with the mission of the camp, and create additional costs when the 
program is begun. 

HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The request for the United States Military Academy is $5,992,000, consisting 
chiefly of provisions for new cadet barracks at a cost of $4,954,000. The com- 
mittee feels that these cadet-barracks costs and plans are excessive in relation 
to the need for this additional dormitory space, and has reduced the amount 
requested to $3,954,000. Funds requested for the modernization of Camp Buck- 
ner, N. Y., which is used only for summer training of the cadets, have been 
denied. The committee desires that a restudy be made of the need for the new 


facilities. 
ALASKA 
Thousands 
I i a a ca $984 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee__________--_______-_------- 461 





Reduced by House Appropriations Committee 523 
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JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
Fort Richardson, Alaska 


[In thousands] 


| 
| House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- | 


tion 


Approval Reduction 
Addition to AGO warehouse (Building No. 800) (Public Law 
Bias CID RPI Fs svncdich sans cic craves inaccine  ee $523 0 $523 





This project is urgently needed to provide a portion of the overall deficiency 
of covered heated warehousing for Alaska General Depot to support a theater 
military strength of 15,000 to 30,000, including Army, Air Force, Navy, district 
engineers, Alaska Railroad, Alaska National Guard and Alaska Communication 
System. Depot requirements vary from Zone of Interior standards—depot levels 
run up to 180 days for select items ; additional requirements, such as winterization 
kits and heated space for all operating functions, are generated by climatic con- 
ditions; and, due to inadequate local procurement, many items not normally 
found at depots must be stocked. Two 60-by-150-foot SH-12 warehouses, now 
utilized to supplement existing warehouses, will be retained until expiration 
of their effective service life. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee has approved $461,000 of the $984,000 requested for installations 
in Alaska. The reduction is achieved by the deletion of $523,000 for an addition 
to a warehouse at Fort Richardson. The committee sees no justifiable need for 
the construction of additional warehouse space in Alaska at the present time. 

















PACIFIC 
Thousands 
Pumdineg requeeit.. oo a a a a a ee $7, 163 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee____.._-_--------------. 1, 704 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee__.__._...-..------ 5, 459 
JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
Kawaihae Harbor, T. H. 
[In thousands] 
| House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- 
tion | 
Approval Reduction 

TEST TT SUT Ys Pavone aT aT TNT ae ee ee 
EBP fag... cccininscc wate cedsinciiosssithespiensvenupmedepwes $240 $154 $86 








The committee’s proposed reduction resulted from their understanding that 
the estimated cost of the facility if constructed concurrently with the Kawaihae 
Harbor improvements could be reduced to $154,000. If the contractor now on 
site, the Pacific Dredging Co., is awarded the project, while they are mobilized 
and working on their present civil works dredging contract, their estimate is 
that $148,000 (without design) would be a reasonable price. However, if they 
were not mobilized on site, the estimated cost is $240,000 (without design). This 
contractor will complete his present contract by August 31, 1958; and, therefore, 
it may not be possible to take advantage of the contractor’s on-site estimate due 
to estimated time of availability of presently requested funds. 
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Fort Shafier, T. H. 


{In thousands] 


House Appropriations 


Proposed Committee 
Description | appropria- cee eR cen 
| tion | 
| | A pproval Reduction 
ib a al al UD Sac i AIS le Ee woitihinishanizid 
Warehouse and engineer maintenance shop__.......-.-...---- $2, 795 | 0 | $2, 795 
Family quarters (MCA)--..............-- Seen ee ened 2, 578 | 0 2, 578 


The proposed warehouse and engineer maintenance shop will provide the first 
increment of an integrated and consolidated logistics establishment to meet the 
permanent requirements of the Army in this command. Existing facilities, 
constructed between 1910-20, and during World War II have outlived the period 
of economical repair, and efficient utilization due to the revised activities, organ- 
izations, and methods of operation of the present day Army. Existing facilities 
will be demolished to provide site for troop housing and training requirements. 
It is estimated that approximately $180,000 annual savings will be accomplished 
as a result of this project due to reduction in personnel machine tools, material 
handling equipment and building maintenance costs. Annual maintenance for 
facility presently used is $3,200 per year. 

The proposed 64 units of family housing at Fort Shafter are for 2 generals, 
24 colonels, and 38 field grade officers. Fort Shafter has a family housing 
requirement for 1,252 units. Included in this requirement are 11 generals’ 
quarters, 58 colonels’ quarters and 140 field grade officers’ quarters. There are 
only 35 units of adequate public quarters existing at Fort Shafter. These units 
are company grade officers’ quarters. There are also 100 Capehart housing units 
under construction for noncommissioned officers. The on-post quarters currently 
occupied by generals, colonels, and field grade officers are wood structures (many 
of them dating back to 1907), or converted temporary World War IT barracks 
or hospital wards. They are all obsolete, termite ridden, and are uneconomical 
to maintain in a habitable condition. They should have been replaced long 
before now but have had to be kept in use since there was nothing else available. 
The United States Government will be money ahead when these old houses are 
removed, new structures built and an end put to the present costly process of 
keeping up quarters which have long passed their economic life. Not one set of 
senior officer quarters can be considered as permanent, and they are scheduled 
for demolition as soon as funds are available for replacement. No senior officer 
quarters have been constructed at Fort Shafter during the past 34 years. At 
the present time, a waiting period for senior officers of from 18 months to 2 
years for Government quarters in the Honolulu area is not uncommon. Thus, 
many senior officers are having to go through half to two-thirds of their tour 
before they have an opportunity to live in on-post quarters. Off-post housing, 
which could be considered even marginally suitable, is extremely expensive, 
almost prohibitively so. The high cost of housing and other living expenses is 
recognized in that civil service employees are provided a 20 percent cost of living 
allowance, which the military personnel, of course, do not receive. Because of 
this overall unsatisfactory situation, it is considered of the utmost urgency that 
a start, at least, be made in providing adequate housing for senior officers in 
this area. 

HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee has approved $1,704,000 of the $7,163,000 request for installa- 
tions within the Pacific Command. The request of $2,795,000 for the first in- 
crement of warehouse and engineer maintenance shop facilities at Fort Shafter, 
T. H., estimated to eventually cost $20 million, is denied. The committee is not 
convinced that the Department of Defense has made a thorough study of the 
existing facilities available to the military in this area. Funds requested for 
the construction of 64 family quarters with appropriated funds at Fort Shafter 
have been denied. The request of $240,000 for an LST facility at Kawaihae 
Harbor, T. H., has been reduced to $154,000 based on testimony that if the Army 
acts expeditiously in letting the contract while a contractor is doing civil func- 
tions work in the harbor for the Corps of Engineers the facility can be built 
for this amount. 
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FRANCE 
Thousand 
Banding: ' requests... evolice.ieuul see es ee 2 a $4, 468 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee__._____....------------ 4, 063 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee______-__..-------------- 405 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
France 


{In thousands] 





House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description | appropria- 
| tion 
| | A pproval Reduction 





France. ___ ine sebnxs sila Sela $4, 468 4,083 | $405 








Deletion of the classified facility at the European Command Headquarters, 
will deprive this organization of such a sensitive facility. Space requirements 
and security needs are such that an existing structure is not available for 
conversion to meet this need. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee has approved the request of $4,068,000 for maintenance and 
storage facilities at various locations in France; however, it has denied the 
request of $405,000 for a classified facility at the European Command Head- 
quarters in the belief that existing space can be converted to meet this need 
without such a large expenditure. 


SIGNAL OVERSEAS 


Thousand 

Funding request___.-_-__--- ci oe Te oe E i Saale $6, 265 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee__ = sande . 1,630 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee_____________- ——— 


Signal overseas 





. 
[In thousands] 
House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description | appropria- aid o + 
| tion | 

Approval | Reduction 

ACAN Gateway Communications Station_-__. Kdjaniates $4, 635 0 $4, 635 


If this global communication facility is denied appropriation requested in 
this program, it will introduce a dangerous element of uncertainty as to the 
dependability of our communication services in Europe in case of war. 

With regard to base rights, a site survey of the location of this station has 
been completed. The State Department is prepared to immediately start ne- 
gogiations for base rights and is awaiting word from us that the funds are 
available. Preliminary negotiations have been completed between Department 
of Defense and the United States military authorities at the proposed location 
The preliminary work thereby is finished and the next steps are contingent 
upon the funds being available. 

On the building design, the Bureau of Yards and Docks has completed pre- 
liminary design features. Detailed design work is relatively simple because 
all of the buildings proposed will be standard types. Therefore, this factor is 
not a time delaying one. 

With regard to utilizing the facilities of other services, in this area, this 
matter was carefully investigated before the Gateway Station was proposed. 





CO 
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None of the other services has the capability of meeting the communication 
requirements for which this Gateway Station was proposed. As a matter of 
fact, the Navy and the security services are most anxious that this station be 
completed because they will also occupy and utilize the Gateway Station to 
meet their communication requirements. If this facility is not provided them, 
the communication capability to this area and the command control is in serious 
jeopardy. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The funds requested for classified Signal Corps overseas facilities in the 
amount of $1,630,000 have been approved by the committee as requested. The 
request of $4,635,000 for an Army command and administration network station 
has been denied. No designs have been prepared for these facilities and the 
negotiations for the base rights are not completed. The committee is not 
convinced that use is being made of existing facilities available to the military 
services in Europe and will expect the Department of Defense to restudy the 
project with the idea of using existing facilities where available. 


Thousand 

I ae a te eat So Bae * $203, 796 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee____.______________-__~- 7197, 841 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee_______________-_ 15, 955 

1 The funding request of $203,796,000 is comprised of the following: 

Ia irri a ce talanineselvaete $140, 646, 000 
OmenROR: Be Devenemmen’t Genin a isis ii we cine 29, 195, 000 
RIGUOTR SUNDORE. DEOCTAN Gis. hhh See ene nnindes 33, 955, 000 


Because of reductions made by the Armed Services Committees’ conferences in authorization 


for surface-to-air missiles, only restoration of $955,000 is requested for general support 
programs. 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


General continental United States and overseas 


{In thousands] 





| House Appropriations 
Proposed Committee 
Description appropria~ |___ “ 
tion 
| 


Approval Reduction 











sissies cemeseciiadindecbelecesictvlaesasmestnegtstelebind pla tinielaaiaaiaieltaade es 


En. nckmas soevineindibkonsenguimeia | $33, 955 | $33, 000. 
ah a 2 


General support programs: An appropriation of $8 million was requested for 
minor construction. This request is far below the requirement that experience 
has shown will arise. The reduction of $955,000 for such unforeseen and minor 
new structures, extensions, additions, alterations, and rehabilitations will further 
interfere with the capability of handling such requirements expeditiously and 
effectively. 

HOUSE REPORT 


The committee has provided $33 million for these programs, a reduction of 
$955,000 in the budget request. Activities in this category include planning, minor 
construction, access roads, support of title VIII housing, the rehabilitation of 
substandard housing, and support of surplus commodity housing. The reduction 
should be applied to the minor construction program. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee has provided $33 million for these programs, a reduction of 
$955,000 in the budget request. Activities in this category include planning, minor 
construction, access roads, support of title VIII housing, the rehabilitation of 
substandard housing, and support of surplus commodity housing. The reduction 
should be applied to the minor construction program. 


Thousands 

Wunding- weet tiesiilssc eb. S56 eb ee Betecl ensutest uations * $17, 500 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee_.._._._.__------------- (*) 
Reduced by House Appropriations Committee____.____-------_- (*) 


1The request for $17,500,000 for emergency construction in the interest of national 
security is a new submission and was not reviewed by the House Appropriations Committee, 
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JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


{In thousands] 





| House Appropriations 
| Proposed Committee 
Description appropria- 
tion 
Approval Reduction 











Emergency construction necessary in the interest of national 
security 


The $17,500,000 are requested to fund urgent emergency projects of national 
importance. These funds will provide the Secretary of the Army with the 
flexibility required to support vital projects where progress will be affected or 
delayed by utilizing normal procedures of line item authorization and appropria- 
tion. It will permit the Secretary of the Army to proceed with construction 
made necessary by changes in Army missions, new weapons developments, new 
and unforeseen research and development requirements, or improved production 
schedules. Applicable projects will be funded only if the Secretary of Defense 
determines that deferral of such construction for inclusion in the next military 


construction authorization and appropriation acts would be detrimental to the 
interests of national security. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


Summary of line items in Navy's fiscal year 1959 military construction funding pro- 
gram not approved by House Appropriations Committee and Navy’s reclama 


{In thousands of dollars] 

















| 
Funding approval 
} ___| Com- 
Sponsor Project mittee | Reclama 
Re- | Granted | decrease | 
| quested | | 
| 
Chief of Naval Operation | Naval Station, Newport, R. L: | 
(OP-24). Barracks and heating plant | 1, 602 | 0 | 1, 602 1, 602 
| expansion. | | 
Enlisted men’s messhall. -_- 1, 048 | 0 | 1, 048 1, 048 
Enlisted men’s service club_| 661 0 | 661 | 663 
Total for Newport. ._.-.-- 3,311 | eT: Rae 3, 311 
| Naval Base, Norfolk, Va.: | 2, 546 | 0} 2, 546 2, 546 
Dredging base approaches. | 
| 
Total for Chief of Naval | 5, 857 | 0 | 5, 857 | 5, 857 
Operation (Op-24). | | 
Bureau of Aeronautics.......| Naval Auxiliary Air Station, 
| Meridian, Miss.: | | | 
Hangar. - sakcpaliacnn 0} 4,109 2, 796 
Enlisted men’s swimming 169 | 0 169 | 169 
pool. | 
| 
Total for Meridian__- | 4, 278 0 | 4, 278 2, 965 
Naval Auxiliary Air Station, |... atndtadagsebaia 1, 041 
Kingsville, Tex.: Barracks.! 
Naval Auxiliary Air Station, | 165 | 140 | 25 0 
New Iberia, La.: Parachute | | 
shop } | | 
Naval Air Station, Alameda, | 88 | 0 |} 88 | 0 
| Calif.: Rehabilitation Build- | | | 
| ing No. 77. 
| Naval Seaplane Facility, Har- | 
vey Point, N. C..: 
| Hangars._.- so 4, 830 | 0 | 4, 830 | 4, 830 
General reduction for re- | 6, 385 | 4, 885 | 1, 500 1, 500 
maining 11 line items. | 
Total for Harvey Point__| 11,215| 4,885 | 6,330 6, 330 
| Naval air station, Lemoore, | 19,901 | 17,901 | 2, 000 | 0 
Calif.: General reduction for 22 | | | 
| line items. 1 | | 





1 Included in H. R. 13015 and recommended for authorization by Senate Committee on Armed Services, 
but not included in original Navy’s funding program. 
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Summary of line items in Navy's fiscal year 1959 military construction funding pro- 
gram not approved by House Appropriations Committee and Navy’s reclama— 




















Continued 
[In thousands of dollars] 
Funding approval | 
ARE ee ee Com- 
Sponsor Project | mittee | Reclama 
| Re- | Granted | decrease 
| quested 
: 
Bureau of Aeronauties__...__| Marine Corps air facility, New 726 622 104 0 
| River, N.C.: Aircraft parking | 
apron. 
| Marine Corps air facility, Santa | 2, 158 1, 869 | 289 | 0 
| Ana, Calif.: Aircraft parking 
| apron. | 
| Marine Corps auxiliary air sta- |........._/.-.-- iaghiiesceane= 04 8, 946 
| tion, Yuma, Ariz.: Runway, | | | 
taxiway, and land acquisition.? | 
Naval air development center, 111 | 0 | 111 | 11 
| Johnsville, Pa.: Land acqui- 
| sition and obstruction —re- 
moval. | 
| Naval air missiles test center, 
| Point Mugu, Calif.: | 
| Barracks, and  messhall, | 570 | 0 57 570 
Cooke Air Force Base. | 
Rehabilitation for BOQ, 247 0 247 247 
Cooke Air Force Base. i 
Total for Point Mugu --| 817 | 0 | 817 | 817 
| Naval air facility, Towers Field, 4,307 | 0} 4,307 4, 307 
| Md.: Runway at naval air | | | 
station, Patuxent River, Md. | | 
Naval station, Adak, Alaska 3. 660 0 3, 660 0 
| Family housing. | | 
| Naval air station, Cubi Point, 29 0 29 0 


Philippine Islands: Aircraft 
bombardment and mining 
range, including land acquisi- 


| tion. | 

Total for Bureau of Aero- 43,177 25,417 | 22,038 24, 517 

nautics. | | 

Bureau of Supplies and | Naval supply depot, Newport, | 2,210 | 333 1, 877 | 1,877 
Accounts. R. 1.: Rehabilitation and im- | | | 
provement of steam facilities. | | 

Marine Corps. ._------- | Marine Corps recruit depot, 1, 501 | 0 | 1, 501 | 1, 501 

-arris Island, 8. C.: Barracks. | | 
| Marine Corps base, Camp | 2, 258 | 0 2, 258 2, 258 


Pendleton, Calif.: Barracks, 

Camp Dei Mar. | | 

Marine Corps recruit depot, 1,941 0 1, O41 | 0 
| San Diego, Calif.: Fieldhouse. | | | | 


Total for Marine Corps...! 4, 800 | 0! 4,800 | 3, 759 
Bureau of Ordnance. ----_- APL, Howard County, Md. 1, 452 | 0 | 1, 452 | 1, 452 
Burner Laboratory Building. | 
Bureau of Naval Personnel._| Naval Academy, Anapolis, 14, 200 12, 200 2, 000 2, 000 
Md.: Dormitory (2d Incree 
ment). 
Naval Training Center, Great 1, 368 0 1, 368 1, 368 


Lakes, Ill.: Nuclear power 
School. 


AFSC, Norfolk, Va.: Academic 4, 643 0 4, 643 | 4, 643 


and Administration Building. 
Naval Training Center, San 4,199 0 4, 199 4, 199 


Diego, Calif.: Communica- 
tion school (ist increment). 


Total for Bureau of Naval 24, 410 12, 200 12, 210 12, 210 
Personnel. 
Bureau of Medicine and | NNMC, Bethesda, Md.: (Re 7, 788 0 7, 788 7, 788 
Surgery. placement of hospital facili- 
ties. 


2 Not included in authorization bill, H. R. 13015, passed by the House but recommended for authoriza- 
tion by the Senate Committee on Armed Services; not included in original Navy’s funding program. 
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Summary of line items in Nyvy’s fiscal year 1959 military construction fanding pro- 
gram not approved by House Appropriations Committee and Navys reclama— 
Continued 

In thousands of dollars] 














Funding approval 
Peet et ee De ee: a 
Sponsor Project | mittee | Reclama 
Re- Granted | decrease | 
quested | 
n . 4 " ae , ty tics nett ay » eurt | 
Bureau of Yards and Docks.| Various locations, replacement 5, 000 | 4, 000 1, 000 | 1, 000 
of damaged facilities. 
| APL, Howard County, Md.— 107 | 0} 107 107 
Access road. 
Total for Bureau of Yards 5, 107 4, 000 1, 107 1, 107 
and Docks. | 
Total . ee | 58,32 59, 760 
Balance of program approved |_....-...-|........-- Psteeon .-| 353, 369 
by House Appropriations | 
} Committee. | 
Grand tofal of funding program |._........|.........- Pui, LOS 411, 936 





MILITARY CONSTRUCTION NAVY 
(P. 4, line 2 
(House hearings, military construction appropriaiton for 1959) 
The Department of the Navy requests the following amendment: 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Page 4, line 2, strike out “$274,751,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$360,253,000”, 
which is the budget estimate and an increase of $85,502,000 over the House ap- 
proved amount. 

EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


To restore $85,502,000 reduced by the House of Representatives as indicated 
in H. R. 13489. 
JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The Navy requested before the House committee a funding program of $411.7 
million and a new appropriation of $360 million for fiscal year 1959. The House 
bill, however, provides an appropriation substantially less than that requested 
and the committee’s report indicates that the bulk of the reduction was made 
because of the committee's desire to see a greater utilization of carryover funds 
from prior year appropriations. 

In support of the Navy’s request for a reconsideration of this reduction there 
is presented the following additional information on our financial situation, 
with particular emphasis on our proposed carryover. 

As indicated on the attached chart we ended fiscal year 1958 with funds re- 
maining in the amount of approximately $143 million. Of this amount however, 
about $95 million is obligated in the sense that it must be set aside for use in 
completing work already in progress. It may be some time before all the $95 
million is under contract but we are not entitled to use any of it to start new 
work until we have bought everything necessary to complete work already 
started. This includes such things as collateral equipment, inspection and ad- 
ministrative expenses, a Small amount for unforeseen construction contingencies, 
and, frequently, additional construction contracts to complete the line item 
Thus, with $95 million obligated to complete work in progress we will have only 
$48 million of the “carried over” funds available for new starts. 

Without the $48 million we would be unable to award any contracts for new 
work until the new appropriation became available to us. This does not occur 
normally until late August or September. We believe it is exceedingly impor- 
tant to be able to award new construction contracts during this waiting period 
in order to take maximum advantage of favorable weather for construction. 
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Inasmuch as the necessity for carryover apparently cannot be eliminated the 
important consideration becomes that of its size. We believe the amount of 
carryover we are requesting is both realistic and reasonable. 

Consider first the amount required to start new work pending the receipt 
of the new appropriation. Our planned obligation rate for fiscal year 1959 will 
require us to put under contract at least $48 million worth of new work before 
the new funds are available. Last year, fiscal 1958, we needed only $34 million 
but the attached chart shows that the initial rate of obligations in fiscal year 
1958 was considerably less than that anticipated for fiscal year 1959. For next 
fiscal year 1960, we consider $37 million to be a bare minimum requirement. It 
may be noted that time of receipt of the new funds affects drastically the amount 
of carryover required for this purpose. For example, if the new appropriation 
were available on July 1 we would require no carryover solely to start new 
work. 

Next consider the amount we are obligated to set aside for completion of work 
already in progress. We make this estimate by summarizing for all work 
underway the additional obligations that are expected to be necessary before the 
work is completed. By squeezing the more speculative elements of this estimate, 
such as unforeseen construction contingencies, we have reduced from $144 mil- 
lion for fiscal year 1958 to $95 million the amount we are asking for fiscal year 
1959. And for the next fiscal year we believe we can pare our requirement to 
$85 million. 

If the reduced appropriation contained in the House bill is enacted into law, 
it will be necessary to curtail obligations during fiscal year 1959 by an amount 
approximately equivalent to the $85.5 million reduction. This would be a cut 
of over 23 percent in the military construction, Navy, program. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The committee recommends an appropriation of $274,751,000 for “Military con- 
struction, Navy,” a reduction of $85,502,000 in the budget estimate of $360,253,000 
and $9,751,000 above the funds appropriated for fiscal year 1958. 

The reductions made by the committee are based on a greater utilization of 
earryover funds from prior years appropriations and a consequent reduction in 
the proposed carryover of funds into the fiscal year 1960 as well as the reduc- 
tions achieved in the funding program which as will be set forth in later para- 
graphs. Funds recommended by the committee when coupled with unobligated 
balances carried forward from fiscal year 1958 will provide sufficient funds for 
the fiscal year 1959 construction program and a realistic carryover into fiscal 
year 1960. 

RESTORATION REQUESTED 


The Department of the Navy has asked for restoration of the following items: 


Naval Station, Newport, R. I. 


[In thousands] 


Funding approval 
Amount of 
decrease 
Requested Granted 
Barracks and peste plant expansion.............----- Saaieed $1, 602 0 $1, 602 
Enlisted men’s messhall--_.......-....------------------------ 1, 048 0 1, 048 
GET 0 UOT VERON GEN. 5 nine hsb ie cci ctanaweng tne | 661 0 661 
ah ae callie oat trae wen ta cacanaeia ee diam aceon aaa nih 3, 311 0 3, 311 


House Appropriations Committee action 


Withheld approval of these three line items on the basis that the Navy should 
continue use of existing facilities at this location rather than provide new con- 
struction at this time. Further, that the Navy will use funds appropriated for 
minor construction or maintenance and operation functions to convert existing 
facilities at Newport for service club facilities. 
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Reclama statement 


(a) Barracks and heating plant expansion.—The existing 45 wooden barracks 
were erected early in World War II as temporary structures at a cost of $61,386 
per building. After the war many of them stood in disuse with little or no 
maintenance. In 1951, 33 of these barracks were rehabilitated at a total cost of 
$779,000. In 19538, the cost to maintain these barracks was $292,400, in 1954, it 
was $324,381. At this rate of maintenance expenditure the cost of constructing 
new barracks would be amortized in approximately 15 years. Since this replace- 
ment program has been started, five new barracks have been authorized and built. 
This line item is the second increment and will provide for 2 additional 180-man 
barracks ; 14 more are required. 

The Navy believes that even a casual inspection would convince that these 
wornout barracks are unfit for continued use. Further delay in providing these 
new replacement barracks will result in continued excessive expenditures of 
funds for maintenance of the old wooden barracks: and continued exposure of 
the enlisted men to substandard living conditions. When the new barracks are 
built, the old ones will be torn down. 

(b) Messhall_——The permanent messhall at this station was destroyed by fire 
in 1947 and has never been replaced. Two temporary World War II messhalls 
were then reopened and have been in constant use ever since. In 1951 these 2 
buildings Whose original cost was $300,000, were rehabilitated at a cost of 
$174,038. Maintenance expenditures have been held to a minimum in expectation 
of provision of a replacement messhall and the demolition of the two now being 
used. There are no existing buildings at this station which can reasonably be 
used for this purpose. 

If this line item is not approved the enlisted men will have to continue messing 
under community conditions which adversely affect morale and efficiency; and 
unwarranted expenditures for maintenance of these substandard messes will 
continue. 

(c) Enlisted men’s service club.—There are 26,000 enlisted men assigned to 
the base and the ships home-ported at the base. Of this number normally 
about 10,000 would be on liberty at any one time. The existing enlisted men’s 
club is a temporary building, inadequate structurally, in size, and in location. 
It is located 3% miles from the destroyer piers at Coddington Point and it has 
a floor area of only 14,300 square feet, which is about half of the 27,000 square 
feet allowed for 5,000 men under DOD criteria. There are no other buildings 
on the station which can reasonably be used for this purpose. 

It is important to provide a club within walking distance of the destroyer 
piers. Such a facility, together with other recreational facilities at the station 
would provide essential wholesome relaxation and diversion for the large number 
of enlisted men at the base and serving in the destroyer force at Newport, where 
community recreation and entertainment facilities are limited. It would serve 
to induce the men to stay on the station and remain near their ships and off the 
highways. 

NEWPORT 


The use of appropriated funds for minor construction or maintenance and 
operational functions to convert existing facilities for service club facilities 
would not be in consonance with the committee’s statements in the use of funds 
for minor construction programs. Limitation of $200,000 per project would pre- 
clude this procedure in many instances. In the case of this item the increase in 
scope legally requires congressional authority. Thus, it is requested that this 
item be reinstated and funded in the fiscal year 1959 military construction 
program. 


Naval Base, Norfolk, Va. 


{In thousands] 


Funding approval 
Amount of 
decrease 
Requested Granted 





Deedatieg (bait SP RTORMIE) nce antic ccs tewecesknssucenienaven | $2, 546 | 0 | $2, 546 
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House Appropriations Committee action 


Withheld approval on the basis that the Navy should make a more detailed 
study of the home-porting of major naval forces on the east coast directed toward 
achieving more effectual dispersal. 


Reclama statement 


More efficient home-porting of naval vessels has been under study for some 
time. This study has considered home-porting from many viewpoints—strategic 
location of ships, natural environment of ports, harbor facilities and loading, 
and ancillary support for ship’s personnel and assigned aircraft. As a result 
of this study, plans are under study to reduce the concentration of ships in 
Narragansett Bay and Norfolk by home-porting destroyers at Charleston, S. C., 
and Mayport, Fla., within the capabilities of these ports without incurring 
extensive and expensive construction costs. Carriers are now dispersed along 
the east coast, as follows: 2 in Narrangansett Bay, 4 at Norfolk, and 5 at 
Mayport (1 of which will soon be assigned to Pensacola). Further dispersal 
of carriers on the east coast without extensive construction of facilities is con- 
sidered infeasible because of lack of harbor facilities and supporting airfields for 
the assigned aircraft. At present, changes beyond this are not contemplated. 
We believe that these steps meet the objection of the House Appropriations 
Committee. 

The dredging requested will benefit not only Forrestal class carriers based at 
Norfolk, but every ship which enters and leaves Norfolk, commercial as well as 
naval. The Forrestal class carriers, with their large size and deep draft, together 
with the currents which have increased with the expansion off Sewall’s Point, 
have merely brought into focus the need for this dredging. Whenever a large 
ship enters or leaves the Norfolk Naval Base piers, the channel is effectively 
blocked while the ship is maneuvered clear of the channel. Heretofore, we have 
been able to live with this situation. Now, because of the extreme difficulty of 
maneuvering a ship with the size, draft, and sail area of a Forrestal class car- 
rier in extremely confined waters, the time the channel is blocked cannot be 
accepted. Dredging the area requested in this project will permit other vessels 
to pass while these carriers are being maneuvered, thus expediting sortie and 
entry of ships, a vital consideration in an emergency. Additionally, this dredg- 
ing will provide more maneuvering room for these large ships, thereby lessening 
the ever-present danger of grounding and collision. 

Justification of this project is not based only on the number of Forrestal-class 
ships home-ported at Norfolk. Naval Operating Base Norfolk is the major 
logistics and training support base for the entire Navy on the east coast. Large 
ships home-ported elsewhere must often visit Norfolk for repairs, supply and 
training. Failure to fund this project will result in continuation of the danger- 
ous situation outlined above with the attendant possibility of having the largest 
naval base in the world essentially inoperable for some period of time because 
of the channel being blocked by a grounded ship. 

Therefore the Navy requests restoration of this item for dredging at an esti- 
mated cost of $2,546,000. 


Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Meridian, Miss. 


{In thousands] 


Funding approval 
Amount of 
decrease 


Requested Granted 
Hangar - ; $4, 109 0 | $4, 109 
Enlisted men’s swimming pool | 169 0 169 
Total. ee ae , — 1278 | 4, 278 


o 


House Appropriations Committee action 


Withheld approval of these two line items. The committee indicated that 
the Navy is presently studying the feasibility for the new design of a hangar 
constructed at a unit cost considerably lower than that requested for the hangar 
at this location; pending the development of these plans the committee fails 
to see the need for appropriation for this hangar. 
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Reclama statement 


(a) Hangar.—The high cost of hangar construction has been a continuing 
source of concern to the Navy Department. In keeping with its policy of de- 
veloping more functionally efficient and economical hangar structures, the 
services of the architectural and engineering firms of Willgoos & Chase, Strobel 
& Salzmare, and Wililam R. Brown were acquired by contract to conduct an 
exhaustive study of the optimum hangar design and configuration based on 
functional requirements and economics. Personnel of these firms, representing 
some of the foremost hangar design talent available in this country, working in 
close conjunction with Navy Department civil engineers and experts on air- 
craft maintenance, developed the current modular hangar concept to be used 
for all future hangar construction. This study is now complete and demon- 
strates that the modular hangar unit cost would be about $13 per square foot, 
compared with previous unit costs in excess of $20 per square foot. 

Based on the new modular concept, a contract will be awarded in the near 
future for preparation of the final plans and specifications for the hangar at 
this station. The estimated construction cost of this complete hangar will be 
$2,796,000 in lieu of the $4,109,000 originally programmed, due to cost savings 
expected to be realized by use of the modular hangar concept. 

Lack of this hangar ultimately will seriously retard the readiness of the 
operating forces of the Navy. With no facilities to maintain the aircraft, the 
planes will be grounded and be unavailable for training the student pilots. 

The Navy requests restoration of the hangar to the funding program at the 
reduced estimated cost of $2,796,000, a reduction of $1,313,000. We believe 
this new concept meets the objection of the House Appropirations Committee. 

(b) Enlisted men’s swimming pool.—This pool is required to serve these im- 
portant functions—physical fitness, training, and recreation. 

Flying modern type jet aircraft demands that the personnel be in excellent 
physical and mental condition so that they may have the stamina and quick 
reflexes needed to control high-performance aircraft. Swimming has no su- 
perior as a means of achieving and maintaining physical fitness. Additionally, 
ability to swim efficiently is essential to survival of naval aviators since the 
possibility always exists of abandoning an aircraft at sea. 

While the swimming pool will provide necessary facilities for insuring that 
station personnel receive proper and essential training and conditioning, a very 
real secondary benefit in providing wholesome recreational activity will also be 
obtained for the pool will also be available for the recreation of enlisted per- 
sonnel and their dependents. 

Without this facility the personnel assigned to this station will not receive 
swimming and survival training and physical conditioning so vital to their 
duties. In addition enlisted personnel and their families will be deprived of 
recreational facilities commonly available to residents of a civilian community. 

The Navy requests restoration of this line item for the construction of a swim- 
ming pool at the estimated cost of $169,000. 


NAAS, Kingsville, Ter. 
Thousands 
Barracks ' (2 SoG meek 9 on oe ee ee ee 8 ee oe fiona ee $1, 041 


HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


This project was not included in the funding list as presented to the House 
Appropriations Committee as it had not been included in the authorization bill 
(H. R. 13015) as submitted to the Armed Services Committee. The project was 
inserted in H. R. 18015 by the House Armed Services Committee and was ap- 
proved in Senate action on that bill. It is appropriate now to request that it 
be included in the funding list. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The existing barracks at this station were erected in 1942 of temporary con- 
struction. They have served their useful life and have deteriorated by dry rot 
and termite damage to an unsafe structural condition. Obsolete and over- 
loaded electrical systems create a serious fire hazard. 

Two barracks, each of 252—man capacity, were recently constructed. This 
line item would continue the replacement of the inadequate barracks facilities 
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by providing 2 additional 252-man barracks. This will provide safe, modern 
quarters for the enlisted personnel of One of the jet training stations of the 
Naval Air Advanced Training Command. This project will also permit the 
demolition of the old barracks which can no longer be economically maintained 
and kept in service. 

If this project is not funded this year some of the enlisted men will continue 
to be housed in deteriorated, substandard barracks. 


Naval Seaplane Facility, Harvey Point, N. C. 


{In thousands] 














| Funding approval 
Amount of 

| decrease 
Requested | Granted 

I Ni al cadets heed Baca SOE | $4, 830 0 $4, 830 

Balance of Harvey Point program, 11 line items___-- ivataates tea 6, 385 $4, 885 1, 5300 

Total__..... bie Lith beat .GReitie beak Sta hed | 11, 215 | 4, 885 6, 330 
| i 





HOUSE APPROPRIATION COMMITTEE ACTION 
(a) Hangar 


Withheld approval on the basis that the Navy is presently studying the feasi- 
bility of a new design for hangar construction at a unit cost considerably lower 
than that requested for this facility. Pending the development of these plans 
the committee fails to see the need for appropriations for this item. 


(a) Reclama statement 


This hangar has been designed and will be constructed using the new modular 
concept which is considerably cheaper in cost per square foot and in terms of 
facilities furnished per dollar. However, the P6M is an extremely large air- 
craft. When out of the water and on-its beaching gear ready for hangaring, it 
measures 133 feet in length, 103 feet in width, and 39 feet in height at the tail. 
Besides raising the overall height of the hangar module by 5 feet, it has been 
necessary to build special bays to accept 30 feet of the nose section and special 
doors to accept the tail. In addition, the requirement for overhead cranes 
throughout the hangar bay area for handling subassemblies of the aircraft dic- 
tates heavier overhead construction, and heavier and costlier structural vertical 
walls and foundations. This item includes the cost of procuring the cranes and 
associated overhead tracks. 

If the hangar item is not funded in the fiscal year 1959 military construction 
program, there will be a delay of approximately 7 to 8 months in providing this 
facility. The P6M program is proceeding well; several of these aircraft are in 
flying status. Any delay in providing the essential operational facilities, such 
as this hangar, will cause a like delay in the fleet availability of this new weapon 
system. . 


HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


(b) Balance of Harvey Point program—11 line items 


The committee feels that construction at Harvey Point should be slowed down 
until the operational capability of the P6M has been proven to a larger degree. 
It has reduced the request of $11,215,000 by $1,500,000 in addition to the above- 
mentioned reduction for the hangar construction. 


(b) Reclama statement 


The P6M is scheduled for delivery to the fleet for operational training in 
January 1960. The phasing of the program is such as to provide only those 
facilities necessary to support the deliveries of aircraft during the ensuing year. 
An overall reduction of $1,500,000 would inevitably result in deletion of some 
of the facilities which are necessary for the level of operational support required 
during calendar year 1960. Such a reduction is 13.37 percent of the total fund- 
ing requested (hangar included), and savings in the actual construction costs on 
this order of magnitude, cannot be expected. 
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The P6M opens a radically new field in seaplane operations in naval warfare. 
New capabilities not heretofore possible are to be developed. The future of 
seaplane operations holds tremendous possibilities if the already demonstrated 
capabilities are vigorously prosecuted. 

If the reduction is not restored the operational development of the P6M will 
be slowed down because some needed facility will be lost to this program. 


MCAAS, Yuma, Ariz. 


Estimated cost, 
thousands 


Runway, taxiway, and land acquisition.._..._............_____.______ $8, 946 


HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


This project was not included in the funding program as presented to the 
House Appropriations Committee. The instructions of that committee that no 
item be submitted for funding until it had been authorized prevented its pres- 
entation. The project has now been added to the authorization bill (H. R. 
13015) by the Senate Armed Services Committee and Senate floor action. It is 
therefore appropriate now to request its addition to the funding list which 
we so do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Arrangements have been made with the Air Force for the transfer to the 
Navy Department of the Vincent Air Force Base, Yuma, Ariz. Control of this 
base by the Navy will become effective January 1, 1959, at which time it will 
be known as the Marine Corps auxiliary air station, Yuma, Ariz. It is 
urgently required for the operational training of Marine aviators and should 
be accomplished as soon as possible. We proposed to develop this base in lieu 
of the previously proposed relocated site at Marine Corps auxiliary air station, 
Mojave, Calif., at an estimated saving of close to $35 million. 

The present runway 3-21 at Marine Corps auxiliary air station, Yuma, Ariz., 
is 7,800 feet long and in poor condition due to the high impact loads incident 
to landing high performance jet aircraft. 

The requirements for runway length at Yuma for the operation of jet aircraft 
is 13,500 feet. This is due to the effect of the extreme runway temperatures 
during the summer months on the performance of jet engines, and on the landing 
speeds of the aircraft. 

It has been found that the strengthening of the present runway, and extend- 
ing it in length to the required 13,500 feet would be almost as expensive as 
complete replacement, plus the fact that training would cease during the 12- 
month construction period. 

The land acquisition is required for construction of the longer runway, and 
taxiway and to provide necessary flight clearance for this longer runway. 

This project includes the procurement of land, construction of a concrete 
runway 13,500 feet in length with associated taxiways, lighting, and erosion 
control. 


Naval Air Development Center, Johnsville, Pa. 


{In thousands] 


| 
Funding approval 








ici “ | Amount of 
| decrease 
Requested | Granted | 
anaes a — arctttinciecnactitnasinttaiindienrttiaes - ~ o~ i- 
Land acquisition and obstruction removal. ; $111 | 0 | $111 


HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


Withheld approval of this project because it “fails to see the need for the 
land acquisition proposed” for the center, “particularly in view of the high cost 
of the land and the limited flight operations at this installation.” 
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RECLAMA STATEMENT 


This item was requested to establish minimum requirements to meet standards 
for flight safety at the Naval Air Development Center. This additional land 
will insure obstacle control and removal of obstacles to provide a clear glide 
angle and assure safe flight operations for the higk performance jet and con- 
ventional aircraft operating out of this activity. Although the number of 
flights at this station does not compare with a typical air station, the 
mission of Johnsville includes development tests of the latest naval prototype 
aircraft. These planes have the same flight characteristics that have been 
cited for requiring the iengthening of operational runways at various naval 
air stations to a sea level equivalent of 10,000 feet. The planes, often expensively 
and heavily instrumented, are on test runs so that all the possible safety 
margin should be available to minimize the possibility of loss of personnel 
and expensive equipment and instruments. 

The runway at the Naval Air Development Center, Johnsville, is only 8,000 
feet long. It is planned to ultimately extend it to 10,000 feet. Purchase of 
land for the total required length would be more feasible economically ; how- 
ever, the Navy, appreciating the limitations of budget capabilities, curtailed 
the present request for land to that amount sufficient to insure flight clearance 
and the removal of obstacles. Although this will increase the safety to pilots 
using the present runway, the length of the runways will still be marginal from 
an operational standpoint. 

Therefore the Navy requests restoration of this item for land acquisition at 
an estimated cost of $111,000. 


Naval Air Missile Test Center, Point Mugu, Calif. 


{In thousands] 


Funding approval | 











| Amount of 
| decrease 
; } 
Barracks and messhall, Cooke Air Force Base__...__-__._- .--- $570 
Rehabilitation for bachelor officers’ ss. Cooke Air Force 
SG on osbackn. clade coleabeeo ad 247 
RRS Skeid nee te Bo ee ew 0 | 817 





HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


Withheld approval of these two line items on the basis that the “Navy is 
negotiating with the Air Force at the present time for use of these facilities, 
however, final approval has not been obtained. It will be expected that the 
Department of Defense and the Navy will examine thoroughly the need for 
additional facilities in this area and in any additional appropriation requests 
assure the committee that there are no existing facilities which can fill the 
required mission.” 

RECLAMA ST4TEMENT 


The pian to put the barracks, messhall, and bachelor officers’ quarters at 
Cooke Air Force Base was in accordance with the original Department of De- 
fense directive that established the Pacific Missile Range. Briefly, the Navy 
was charged with the responsibility for providing the personnel facilities at 
Camp Cooke (Cooke Air Force Base) for the support of. the joint operational 
facilities at the Pacific Missile Range facility at Point Arguello. 

Simultaneously with the submission of the project, negotiations were com- 
menced with the base commander and the Strategic Air Command for a joint- 
use agreement to permit siting the facilities in the Cooke Air Force Base area. 
This agreement has now been approved and signed by all parties concerned. 
The location of the buildings have been approved by the master planning board 
at Cooke Air Force Base, and the planned construction is compatible with other 
Air Force facilities in the same area. 

There are no existing buildings at Cooke Air Force Base excess to the needs 
of the Air Force which can be satisfactorily rehabilitated or converted at a less 


<< 
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cost. SAC has informed this headquarters that their experience has proven that 
rehabilitation and/or conversion of old World War II temporary facilities such 
as those existing at Cooke Air Force Base is uneconomical from a remaining 
useful life viewpoint, and is basically unsound from a functional and utiliza- 
tion standpoint. 

The disapproval of these quarters for officers and enlisted men of the Navy 
will result in delaying the usefulness of the Point Arguello missile firing station 
1 year, at a time when the need for this facility has been considered by the 
Department of Defense to be a priority requirement. 


Naval air facility, Towers Field, Andrews Air Force Base, Camp Springs, Md. 


[In thousands] 








Funding approval 
Amount of 
| decrease 
Requested Granted 
Runway at Naval Air Station, Patuxent River, Md__.._____-_} $4, 307 Pats = 3 0 apn $4, 307 





HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


The committee fails to see the need for an expensive runway of this type 
merely for preficiency flying purposes and bounce landings. The committee is 
not certain of the need for the transfer of all of the AF and Navy flight operations 
fromBolling-Anacosita Fields to Andrews AFB. It expects the Secretary of De- 
fense and other Government agencies concerned to restudy the matter and file a 
report with the commitee by January 15, 1959. 


RECLAMA STATEMENT 


The matter of reducing the density of air traffic in the Washington area in the 
interest of safety to commercial carriers has been exhaustingly studied by com- 
mittees and groups within the Department of Defense, and in conjunction with 
uther Government agencies. 

In testifying before the Senate Armed Services Committee, General Quesada, 
special assistant to the President and Chairman of the Airways Modernization 
Board, stated that all flight operations at both Bolling and Anacostia Fields 
should be discontinued in the interest of orderly development and utilization 
of the airspace in and around Washington, D.C. He further stated that facilities 
should be developed at Andrews to accommodate the base loading and flying ac- 
tivity from Bolling and Anacostia. General Quesada concurred in the agreement 
between the Navy and Air Force by which the Navy would use Andrews Field 
for development of its primary facilities and that the Navy is to develop an out- 
lying field to be used by both Navy and Air Force aircraft based at Andrews for 
combat proficiency, instrument training, and bounce. 

The present plan to move flying activities from Anacostia and Bolling to 
Andrews AFB is the result of a directive from the Secretary of Defense dated 
February 2, 1958. 

The movement of all aircraft now at Bolling and Anacostia, in addition to 
the air defense units, the Air National Guard, and logistic Air Force aircraft 
now based at Andrews, will so saturate the field that operations on and around 
the base must be limited to initial takeoff and final landing for each flight. 

To accommodate the essential landing and takeoff practice and instrument 
approach training, another landing facility is necessary outside of the congested 
Washington area. A portion of the agreement for joint use of Andrews AFB 
specified that the Navy furnish this auxiliary landing field for the use of both 
Air Force and Navy flight training for both Regular and Reserve or Air National 
Guard personnel. 

To accomplish this portion of the agreement, the Navy has determined that 
with the construction of parallel runway at NAS, Patuxent River, this station, 
with existing operational facilities, will have the capacity to absorb the addi- 
tional training imposed by NAS Towers/Andrews AFB aviation units. Joint use 
of facilities such as the radar air traffic control, instrument landing system, low 
frequency range, TACAN, Omni, control tower and fire and crash equipment, 
without additional personnel or equipment, makes this a most economical method 
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of providing these training services. Further, NAS Patuxent River. due to its 
location, satisfies one of the most vital considerations, that being the removal of 
military proficiency training from the Washington area which is highly congested 
with commercial air traffic. 

Certain factors, which are unique in the operation and control of air traffic at 
NAS Patuxent River, must be considered in support of the requirement for the 
new parallel runway. NAS Patuxent River is primarily a research and develop- 
ment station, and as such, operations at this field vary from those at a typical 
naval air station. Due to the highly complex nature of the research and de- 
velopment work, varied types of tests are frequently conducted concurrently 
involving the simultaneous use of several runways. As an example, existing 
runway 13-31, which is parallel to the proposed new runway, has a number of 
eatapult and arresting gear installations. When tests involving this equipment 
are in progress, this runway must be closed to other traffic. 

If this runway at NAS Patuxent is not built, the advantages of concentrating 
all military aircraft in the Washington area at Andrews AFB will be largely 
lost. Without a means of decentralizing flight operations to a field outside the 
Washington complex, aircraft will be immobilized a considerable portion of the 
time for lack of airspace and runway capacity. 

Therefore, the Navy requests restoration of this item for an estimated cost of 
$4,307,000 for a runway at NAS Patuxent River, Md. 


Naval Supply Depot, Newport, R. I. 


{In thousands} 





Funding approval 





ai ails Amount of 
decrease 
Requested Granted 
Rehabilitation and improvement of steam facilities - -- -__- — $2, 210 $333 $1, 877 


HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


The committee fails to see the need for the rehabilitation and improvement 
of steam facilities at this depot to the extent requested and accordingly has 
approved only $333,000 for the replacement of the boiler plants. 


RECLAMA STATEMENT 


The NSD Newport, R. I., is a permanent installation. A part of its mission 
is to service the fleet with petroleum products. The depot has a fuel farm for 
this purpose with a storage capacity of 2,750,000 barrels for peacetime, emer- 
gency, and mobilization requirements. This facility is 1 of 2 major fleet fueling 
installations on the entire east coast, the other being in the Norfolk, Va. area. 
It is very active in peacetime, handling more than 3 million barrels of oil 
annually; and hard pushed, working around the clock in wartime. Newport 
is a major destroyer base and headquarters for Commander Destroyer Force, 
United States Atlantic Fleet. This installation cost $16,550,000 to construct 
during World War II. The movement of product from tankers to the storage 
tanks and berthing facilities to service ships is by means of steam driven pumps. 
In addition, Navy special fuel stored in the tanks must be heated with steam 
during cold weather to decrease the oil viscosity and permit pumping of the 
fuel to the fueling berths. The entire steam system has reached its life expect- 
ancy. Continued maintenance will not keep the plant in operation. 

The greater portion of the project is for the replacement of major component 
parts such as the steam distribution system, condensate return lines, steam 
turbines, and fuel pumps. It also includes the modernization of four 750 horse- 
power high-pressure steam boilers. The project includes the following prin- 
cipal items: 


EES ERIGD OE CE DIE NINE SURI assis see ennai dsinlentinnseiaddpmamnsintain set ind $323, 000 
Rehabilitation of 100 pounds per square inch distributing pipeline____-_ 317, 000 
Rehabilitation of 200 pounds per square inch distributing pipeline___. 346,000 
Rehabilitation of turbines and pumps__-_-_----------__---_---------- 682, 000 


I i tethen e ee 532, 000 
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Each of the first four items represents the rehabilitation of separate com- 
ponents of a system that are interdependent upon one another to effect the 
end result. The omission of anyone of these items will preclude end use of 
the system to effect the necessary end result required. This steam system was 
constructed early in World War II of such materials and equiment as were 
available, and in a manner conducive to rapid completion. The techniques then 
utilized would not be considered conducive to long life nor facilitate maintenance. 
It must be recognized that the facilities so constructed served their wartime 
mission. Now, we are compelled to place them in such material condition as 
is necessary to serve a most imporatant mission of the depot in such manner 
as will minimize maintenance and permit the depot to perform its mission. 

The recommended project reduction by the House Appropriations Committee 
would yield only rehabilitation of the two-boiler plants. Yet the capacity to 
generate steam would be of little benefit if the capability of distributing steam 
remains seriously impaired. Similarly, the capacity to generate and distribute 
steam would be of little benefit if the steam consuming remains in a seriously 
impaired state. Thus, it becomes necessary to effect rehabilitation of all of 
the first 4 items as 1 effort, each component of which is vitally related to 
the other. 

The last item for a 10-inch steam line will interconnect the two steam plants. 
This is the final increment of an interconnectiong system part of which is 
already in place. Completion of this tie line will permit operation of one plant 
during normal operation. However, for period of maximum demand, the steam 
generating capacity of both plants is required. This can be effected with a 
skeleton crew for the peak requirements. It is also significant that with com- 
pletion of the interconnecting steam line, it will be possible to normally alternate 
the operation of the two plants; thus, permitting proper maintenance for each. 
This has heretofore been most difficult because of inability to shut down boiler 
plant No. 2 and satisfy the depot mission. There is no expansion of the generat- 
ing capacity included in this item. 

A third boiler plant exist which is coverage and in poor condition. During 
the winter, in periods of peak load, it must be operated. However, approval 
of all of this item, including the interconnectiong 10-inch steam line, will provide 
sufficient flexibility that this third plant can be demolished. 

If this project is not approved in entirety, the ability of the depot to service 
the fleet will be seriously and dangerously impaired. 


Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island, S. C. 
[In thousands] 


| Funding approval 


Amount of 
decrease 


Barracks, weapons training area $1, 501 








HOUSE APPROPRIATION COMMITTEE ACTION 


Withheld approval of this line item on the basis that the Marine Corps 
should continue use of existing facilities at this location rather than provide 
new construction at this time. 


RECLAMA STATEMENT 


This item is the first increment of barracks urgently required to provide 
adequate billeting facilities for recruit personnel stationed at the weapons 
training area. The existing facilities are composed of 154 quonset and nissen 
huts. These huts were reerected on their present site in 1948. These huts were 
originally erected in 1942 and dismantied after World War II. This reerection 
and storage has caused the structures to deteriorate to the point where a 
considerable maintenance effort is required to maintain the weathertight 
integrity of the structures. These structures are completely inadequate as 
quarters. The proposed barracks will replace 98 nissen huts and 16 quonset 
huts, which will be demolished and disposed of. 
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The maximum personnel loading at the weapons training area is approxi- 
mately 3,620 men and the average load is approximately 1,600 men. The load 
at weapons training area represents 25 percent of the recruit load at MCRD 
Parris Island, S. C. It is anticipated that the personnel loading will increase 
slightly over the next few years. 

Failure to provide the requested facility will have a twofold effect. The high 
annual maintenance cost for the temporary hutments will continue to be a 
drain on the depot’s annual maintenance and operation funds. Further, the 
existing hutments are completely inadequate as enlisted quarters. Under normal 
personnel loading, these hutments provide only 42 square feet per man which 
is slightly more than one-half the minimum 72 square feet desired for health 
and sanitation under current DOD criteria. The crowded conditions in this 
semitropic area, coupled with inadequate ventilation results in extreme dis- 
comfort to the hutment occupants. Excessive body heat, perspiration and 
crowding all contribute to the normal condition where noxious and irritating 
ordors are prevalent. This has the extremely bad effect on morale and training. 
If these barracks are not provided, the unacceptable living conditions, previously 
recognized by the Congress in authorizing and appropriating funds for the 


replacement of the hutments in the 3d Recruit Battalion area, will be prolonged 
and continued. 


Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, Calif. 
{In thousands] 


| 


| Amount of 
decrease 


| 
| . Granted 
I 





| 
Seca nain tinue $2, 258 0 $2, 258 





Barracks, Camp Del Mar.__......-.--- 


HOUSE APPROPRIATION COMMITTEE ACTION 


Withheld approval of this line item on the basis that the Marine Corps should 
continue use of existing facilities at this location rather than provide new 
construction at this time. 


RECLAMA STATEMENT 


This item for eight 2-story barracks of permanent construction to house 
approximately 1,700 enlisted men is urgently required to replace the present tem- 
porary barracks which were constructed under wartime construction standards, 
in 1942, and have exceeded twice their life expectancy. They are now very 
deteriorated tar-paper shacks, and nowhere near resemble the original structure 
for habitability. Due to the advanced stage of deterioration, the rehabilitation 
cost would exceed the original cost of construction. There is no interior sheath- 
ing and therefore no insulation to prevent heat loss through the walls. These 
buildings are a serious fire hazard and a minor fire could turn into a major 
catastrophe within a matter of minutes. In addition to being a serious fire 
hazard, the serious drafts which exist during the winter months creates a defi- 
nite health problem for the personnel who are forced to occupy them. In addi- 
tion to the heating problem, the plumbing and electric facilities need replace- 
ment, due to deterioration. 

These buildings are located immediately adjacent to Highway 101 and present 
a degrading appearance to the general public. Camp Del Mar hosts personnel 
as students from all over the Marine Corns, other branches of the United States 
Armed Forces, and some foreign countries. Students from other services, as 
well as Marines, receive a distorted impression of Marine Corps standards of 
living by being exposed to the living conditions now existent in Camp Del Mar. 
Ten barracks have been razed because they were declared unsafe for habitation. 
This item will permit demolition of an additional seven barracks buildings. 

The following organizations are scheduled for continual billeting in Camp 
Del Mar in the foreseeable future : 


(1) School Battalion. 
(2) Field Medical Service School. 
(3) A section of the Provost Marshal activity. 


(4) Two landing support companies, service battalion, 1st Marine Divi- 
sion. 
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(5) Amphibian Tractor Battalion. 
(6) Ist Force Reconnaissance Company. 

There is a total of 1,694 enlisted men living aboard Camp Del Mar, who will 
be moved into the proposed permanent-type barracks if construction is approved, 
and funds appropriated. In addition, the training load is on the upgrade. An 
example is the training, on a continuing basis, of approximately 150 Army 
personnel from Fort Lewis, in LVT operation. 

Camp Del Mar has no existing permanent-type barracks buildings. The con- 
tinued forced utilization of these facilities will eventually necessitate the use 
of tents as replacements, as the existing buildings become unsafe for further 
occupation. This condition not only creates a health, safety, and morale prob- 
lem but it is adversely affecting the combat efficiency of the Fleet Marine Force 
units billeted in Camp Del Mar. They also create a heavy expenditure of main- 
tenance funds which could be partially eliminated by the approval of this item. 


Applied Physics Laboratory, Howard County, Md. 


Funding approval } 
' 
| 





| Amount of 
| decrease 
Requested | Granted | 
45 oe bi dita a : ied bs 
Burner Laboratory Building..............................---- | $1, 452 | 0 | $1, 452 











HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


Withheld approval of this project on the basis that it should be thoroughly 
restudied with the idea of using existing facilities in Metropolitan Washington 
area, giving particular consideration to those available at the Naval Gun 
Factory. 


RECLAMA STATEMENT 


The Applied Physics Laboratory is one of the Navy’s principal agencies in 
research and development for guided missiles. This laboratory has been widely 
recognized in this field since 1945. From this laboratory have come significant 
advances in guided-missile technology, and two of the Navy’s operational 
guided missiles, Terrier and Talos. The facilities of the laboratory are located 
at Silver Spring, Forest Grove, and in Howard County, Md. 

The Burner Laboratory was originally installed at the Forest Grove Station 
in 1945. This relatively small propulsion laboratory has been an important 
research tool in the guided-missile development program, and has been instru- 
mental in the development of the ram-jet engine which powers the Talos missile 
today. Move of this facility from its present location is now imperative because 
residential areas have grown up and now entirely surround it, thus seriously 
limiting its operations. Its industrial appearance, the possibility of an ex- 
plosion, the noise associated with its operation and the toxic nature of exhaust 
gasses make it objectionable to the neighboring residents. In addition, the lease 
expires June 30, 1960. 

This Burner Laboratory is absolutely essential to the future progress of 
the guided-missiles programs of the Navy. A research facility of this nature 
can be used effectively by the highly trained technical personnel spearheading 
a new program only if it is immediately available to these people and fully 
under their control. This can be realized only if the laboratory is closely 
integrated into the total technical operation. Accordingly, a plan was formulated 
for transfer of the Burner Laboratory to the Howard County site where a 
5-acre plot of land will be leased to the Navy for 25 years ($1 rental charge), 
with option to purchase. The Burner Laboratory will then be located in close 
proximity to the university-owned, general-purpose laboratories in which the 
technical personnel are now located. 

The possibility has been considered of locating the proposed Burner Laboratory 
on Government property within the Washington, D. C., area. Such other sites, 
including the Naval Gun Factory, are impractical. If located at the Naval 


Gun Factory, the same objectionable conditions would prevail as at the-Forest 
Grove site. 
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The Burner Laboratory is the heart of a special research activity and cannot 
be separated from the body of the program or from the technical personnel 
who must operate it if it is to be used effectively and efficiently. Its relocation 
to the Howard County site in a modernized form is essential to the Navy’s 
research program on advanced guided missiles. Only by this means can the tech- 
nical personnel, whose talents, training, and experience have given them a lead- 
ing position in the national propulsion research effort, be used most effectively. 
Failure to consummate this move promptly will result in dissipation of technical 
manpower resources which this country now so badly needs. 


U. S. Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md. 


{In thousands] 


Funding approval 


| eee Eee Amount of 
| decrease 
Requested Granted | 
iat tN an nia emai siteiasilahstansetateitiiianiameaities 1 datichniaeal edie tcatedaaeaainind aemeieacetig nies 
| } 
Dormitory (2d increment) jnebek : $14, 200 $12, 200 $2, 000 


HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


The Navy's request for $14,200,200 for the dormitory at the Naval Academy 
was reduced by $2 million on the basis that the construction appears to be too 
costly, particularly with the inclusion of classroom and office space at a cost of 
$4,857,000. Accordingly, only $12,200,000 has been approved and the Navy is 
directed to complete the second increment of this construction within this 
amount. 

RECLAMA STATEMENT 


The dormitories of Bancroft Hall, the home of all midshipmen, are more than 
sleeping quarters. They must also provide for his study, recreational, and 
extracurricular activity needs, as well as the military organizational and admin- 
istrative functions of the brigade, which operates on a full 24-hour basis. 

Study and activity schedules make it tmpossible to perform all of these func- 
tions in the individual midshipman’s room. For this reason, common study 
rooms, library facilities, and space for other midshipman activities are required. 
Space is also needed for military and other types of instruction which must be 
conducted outside of regular academic programs. 

Comparatively large areas are urgently required for group lectures, meetings, 
and activity of the four classes, and organizational elements of the brigade. 

The military organization of the Academy—the brigade of midshipmen—re- 
quires space for the various organizational components (regiments, battalions, 
companies, etc.) and the 24-hour watch details which administer the midship- 
men’s daily schedule of activity. Spaces for these functions must be an intri- 
cate part of Bancroft Hall, the center of activity to insure effective operation 
and disciplinary control. 

Failure to achieve the full scope of this project will result in a continued over- 
crowded condition in the spaces available for essential functions. 

Foundations are now under construction on the basis of the old plan. A reduc- 
tion of this scope would require redesign and replanning of considerable amount 
with its attendant delay and increase in cost. The spaces which would be 
deleted are definitely required in the proper development of the facility. 


Naval Training Center, Greai Lakes, Ill. 


{In thousands] 


Funding approval— 


Relvesncehiigiepaianailictn _| Amount of 
Requested | Granted 


decrease 


POOR DO WEENIE Se oes Sebi de ce See Sack i dectee ; $1, 368 0 | $1, 368 
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HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


Withheld approval on the basis a further study of the location of this school 
should be made based on the use of existing inactive facilities such as the 
Naval Training Center, Bainbridge, Md. 


RECLAMA STATEMENT 


Great Lakes was selected as the site for this school only after careful con- 
sideration of other available sites. No suitable available facilities were found 
to exist that could be economically supported for the planned student lead. 
Great Lakes has the following economic and technical advantages : 

(1) Schools now established and operating at Great Lakes, which will supple- 
ment and assist in nuclear-power training, include machinists’ mates, boilermen, 
enginemen, electricians’ mates, interior communications electricians, instrument- 
men, and electronics technicians. No other activity affords this combination of 
special schools, the graduates of which will supply a major source for nuclear- 
power trainees. ° 

(2) The central geographical location of Great Lakes in relative proximity 
to reactor test sites in Idaho and New York will pay dividends in reduced trans- 
portation costs, since advanced training will be conducted at these sites. 

(3) Berthing, messing, and other logistic services and overhead support can 
be provided at Great Lakes more economically than would be the case if the 
school were located in some facility isolated from other Navy schools. 

(4) Naval Training Center, Bainbridge, Md., was among the sites considered. 
The only facilities available at Bainbridge are temporary recruit barracks, mess- 
halls, ete., which are in a deteriorated state and are not suited now, or by con- 
version, for technical training facilities of the type required for nuclear power. 
Technical training facilities at Bainbridge are being used at maximum capacity: 
thus, location of the nuclear school there would require new construction similar 
to that requested for Great Lakes. 

In summation, approvai of funding is requested because: 

(a) Facilities for nuclear-power training are urgently needed. 

(b) The Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Ill., is the most logical choice 
for nuclear-power training due to the availability of related training facilities 
and the economics that will be realized from this central location. 

The adequate training of personnel for nuclear-power operations is vital to op- 
erational success in this new field. Any delay in providing facilities for this 
purpose will cause the availability of trained personnel to lag seriously behind 
the availability of ships with nuclear powerplants. 


[In thousands] 


Funding approval 
= ; seen) Amount of 


r decrease 


Requested | Granted 


Armed Forces Staff College, Norfolk, Va $4, 643 | 0 $4, 643 


HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


Withheld approval of this project and stated that if new facilities are needed 
for this installation they should be obtained by use of the inactive facilities and 
installations within the Defense Department. 


RECLAMA STATEMENT 


The decision to leave the Armed Forces Staff College at the Norfolk location 
was made only after exhaustive studies which included more than 25 possible 
sites. It was found that none better fulfill the criteria for siting or offer the 
advantages to be found in the Norfolk location. These major advantages are: 

(1) Proximity to seat of government—to permit use of guest lectures from 
departments of the Government. 

(2) Proximity to major commands and major installations of all three 
services. 

(3) Access to fleet units for orientation cruises. 
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(4) Proximity to a major joint command. 

The Armed Forces Staff College is a graduate level college designed to educate 
selected officers from all the services for duties on high level joint staffs. If 
the Armed Forces Staff College is to accomplish its mission economically and 
within reasonable time limits, its location must offer these services listed above. 
This decision to remain at Norfolk has been examined recently and has been 
reaffirmed. 

The present facilities at the Armed Forces Staff College are deteriorated, 
substandard, and crowded. In order to provide the level of education required, 
proper facilities should be made available to the Armed Forces Staff College. 

Without proper facilities, the education of officers selected to attend the 
Armed Forces Staff College will continue to be hampered to the point where 
there is a possibility that the mission of the college is in jeopardy. 

The Navy requests restoration of this line item for the construction at the 
Armed Forces Staff College, Norfolk, Va., at an estimated cost of $4,643,000. 


Naval Training Center, San Diego, Calif. 


{In thousands] 


Funding approval 
| Amount of 
decrease 


Granted 


Requested 


— | 


Communication School---._-.-- ee, ae cb aa a $4, 199 


| 0} $4, 199 


HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


Withheld approval on the basis that it is not satisfied that the Navy has thor- 
oughly explored the feasibility of transferring this school to another location 
where existing facilities can be utilized at a reduction in construction costs. 


RECLAMA STATEMENT 


This project is required for augmentation of available facilities to provide 
maintenance training for enlisted students being instructed in radio operations 
in schools now existing. It does not provide facilities for a new school nor does 
it replace facilities now in use. SXconomical use of presently available, fully 
equipped, facilities can be continued only by providing the requested facilities 
can be continued only by providing the requested facilities adjacent to those 
now in use at this naval training center. 

The requested facilities are required to correct an adverse condition in the 
operation and maintenance of radio communication equipment. The importance 
of this request has again been emphasized by the current Lebanese situation. The 
first personnel requested by the fleet were radiomen needed to meet the greatly 
increased demands placed on communications. This necessitated the ordering 
of personnel from schools to forward areas before completion of scheduled courses. 
This critical condition in the radiomen rating is due in large measure to the 
current lack of adequate facilities for training. 

The only fully equipped Navy radiomen school is located at naval training cen- 
ter, Bainbridge, Md. Restoration of this item will provide the additional facili 
ties necessary to meet fleet requirements for trained radiomen. 

It is possible that this item has been mistakenly associated with requirements 
for the communications technician school now located at Imperial Beach, Calif. 
These are different schools and serve different purposes. The Imperial Beach 
school trains personnel in the various aspects of communications as related to 
national security, while the school at naval training center, San Diego, trains 
enlisted personnel to operate and maintain shipboard radio communications 
equipment. The school at San Diego, to be augmented by this item, is located 
in a large permanent Navy training center, while the Imperial Beach school 
occupies temporary structures at a site remote from other Navy training installa- 
tions. 

In summation, restoration is requested because : 

(a) This item is vitally needed for operational readiness. 

(b) Naval training center, San Diego, is the most effective and logical location 
for this augmentation. 
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(c) The Navy is actively pursuing the relocation of the communications tech- 
nician school from the San Diego area into existing facilities elsewhere, but this 
effort is unrelated to this request for augmentation of existing and active facili- 
ties at the naval training center, San Diego. 


National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, Md. 


[In thousands] 


Funding approval 

it il te ee 
| | decrease 

| Requested Granted | 


Guertin cinerea 


Replacement of hospital facilities $7, 788 0 $7, 788 
| 


HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


Withheld approval of this line item on the basis that the “scope and planning 
of this project is being held up within the executive branch,” and, conse- 
quently, the “committee refuses to appropriate funds for a project of this 
type until the final scope and cost estimates based thereon have been made.” 


RECLAMA STATEMENT 


The proposed replacement construction at the United States Naval Hospital, 
3ethesda, Md., is urgently required to replace existing obsolete, temporary, 
and deteriorated buildings constructed during World War II. In addition, the 
present surgical suite designed for a pre-World War II hospital would be 
replaced by modern facilities to meet existing and projected requirements. 

Agreement has now been reached in the executive department on the scope 
and cost of this project. The Bureau of the Budget’s recommendation, by 
memorandum to the President, on April 17, 1958, recommended inclusion of a 
258-bed replacement facility at Bethesda in permanent construction. This 
memorandum makes note that construction at the National Naval Medical Center 
will replace the remaining temporary construction in a serious state of deteriora- 
tion so as to provide for a complete permanent hospital facility. The Presi- 
dent’s approval of this project, among others, was granted by letter dated 
April 24, 1958. Subsequent discussions of major details of construction have 
now been completed. 

If this line item is not approved this national hospital will continue to be 
operated with these substandard facilities to the detriment of good medical 
practice, with continuing sericus fire and health hazards and excessively high 
maintenance costs. 

Various locations 


{In thousands] 


Funding approval 
Amount of 
decrease 
Requested Granted 


Replacement of damaged facilities $5, 000 $4, 000 $1, 000 


HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


The committee reduced the Navy’s request for approval of $5 million for thig 
project to $4 million, a reduction of $1 million. 


RECLAMA STATEMENT 


The extent and the frequency of “manmade” or natural catastrophies that 
could result in damage to naval shore facilities cannot be forecast. However, 
based on past experience, major disasters frequently occur within short intervals 
of each other and can occur at any time and require large sums for replace- 
ment of repair of the destroyed facilities. As an example, the hurricanes, 
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“Connie” and “Diane” caused considerable damage to naval activities along 
the east coast within 1 week during August 1955. 

The reduction of $1 million in the amount requested for this line item could 
conceivably result in the postponement of emergency repairs until the work 
could be financed in the following year through the annual military construction 
program. Such delay might result in additional losses of life and property; 
and could produce a reduction in the operational capabilities of the Naval Shore 
Establishment which would be far out of proportion to the amount of money 
involved. 

The Navy considers the funds available under this project as “insurance.” 
Because of the unpredictable requirements for use of these funds, the Navy 
considers it prudent to start each year with a minithum of $5 million as “in- 
surance” for a plant having a replacement value of approximately $17 billion. 

Informal advice from the Office of the Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
indicates that no funds are available to that Office which can be legally expended 
for this purpose. Further, there is no known emergency funds available to the 
President which could properly be so used. 


Applved Physics Laboratory, Howard County, Md. 


{tm thousands] 


Funding approval | 
tS aa eae tinct ‘ Amount of 
decrease 
Granted 


Access road 


HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTION 


Withheld approval of this project, presumably because the need for the access 
road will be eliminated if the proposed burner laboratory building is not con- 
structed at the APL. 


RECLAMA STATEMENT 


The existing access road is a substandard, country road, part of which is 
narrow, winding, and can handle only single-lane traffic; part has bituminous 
surface while the remainder is unpaved with a dirt and gravel surface. Traffic 
must proceed along this road at very slow speeds. 

In view of increasing vehicular traffic and importance of the work of the 
laboratory in connection with national defense, the Navy considers it manda- 
tory that adequate access be provided. Therefore, if the project for the Burner 
Laboratory should be restored to the funding program, it is recommended that 
this supporting project for the access road also be restored. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 


(P. 5, line 8) 
(P. 5, line 9) 


3068 appropriation... ow s2ci.ss..guibemilesceadeksbe teeixeanel $1, 420, 000, 000 
1000 estimate... saclitscd vsstbévss cusses cited hess 991, 900, 000 
TIE, CO ar aie ik ciiscssehenemnh nih ela a 687, 350, 000 
BN OE a on sini keith eisai ciate i eee EE Bake 687, 350, 000 


( House hearings, p. 2) 
The Department of the Air Force requests the following amendment: 


‘ PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Page 5, line 8: Strike out “$687,350,000” and insert’in lieu thereof “$991,900,- 
000,” an increase of $304,550,000 over the House committee approved appropria- 
tion and $304,550,000 over the House action. Included in this increase is restora- 
tion in the amount of $4,550,000 for the Air Force Reserve program approved 
by the House for inclusion in a new Air Force appropriation to be entitled 
“Military Construction, Air Force Reserve Forces.” 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Restoration of the House committee cut of $304,550,000 in the appropriation 
“Military construction” for fiscal year 1959 will provide (1) the minimum funds 
required for construction during fiscal year 1959 in the amount of $991,900,000; 
(2) continue the existing appropriation structure as to the Air Force appropria- 
tions “Military construction” and “Air National Guard.” In addition, the 
proposed amendment will provide funds for the restoration of $216,627,000 to 
the appropriation program, including $4,550,000 for the Air Force Reserve. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The House committee report recommends (1) an appropriation for fiscal year 
1959 of $687,350,000 for military construction, a reduction of $304,550,000 of which 
$4,550,000 for the Air Force Reserve is te be included in a new appropriation, 
and (2) a new appropriation, “Military Construction, Air Force Reserve Forces,” 
in the amount of $14,150,000, of which $9,600,000 is for the Air National Guard 
(included in Air Force estimates as a supplemental amount for the appropria- 
tion “Air National Guard,” and $4,550,000 is for the Air Force Reserve (included 
in Air Force estimates in the “Military Construction” appropriation ). 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The Department of the Air Force requests (1) the restoration of $304,550,000 
so that urgently required construction to meet assigned missions and objectives 
can be initiated in fiscal year 1959, and (2) the restoration of the existing appro- 
priation structure wherein funds for construction for Air Reserve components 
remain within the appropriation ‘Military construction,” and funds for Air 
National Guard construction will remain in the appropriation “Air National 
Guard.” 

RESTORATION OF FUNDS 


The Department of the Air Force will place under contract during fiscal year 
1959 all ef its funded but not obligated program carried over from fiscal year 
1958, and all of its fiscal year 1959 military construction program, consistent with 
a realistic carryover into fiscal year 1960. 

It is estimated that the unobligated balance of funds to be carried into fiscal 
year 1959 will total $837 million. None of these funds will be available for 
application to projects contained in the fiscal year 1959 “Military construction” 
appropriation program, inasmuch as they have been allocated to valid require- 
ments contained in the fscal year 1958 appropriation program. Based on current 
allocations to the construction agencies, the estimated carryover of unobligated 
balances will be obligated to specific projects in the fiscal year 1958 appropriation 
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program. Examples of such projects are set forth below. It is pointed out that 
contracts have already been awarded on much of this work. 


Millions 
DN NCR a as Ot a eee See $165 
Ballistic-missile early-warning systemic. 2. i2.......................... 104 
Strategic Air Command dispersal and alert______ nese ales aniva teen aaeaa tai mca 160 
Strategic Air Command tanker relocation______-......._.._.__-_______- 24 
Air Defense Command fighter-interceptor squadron facilities__._._______-_ 18 
I ae exe ess in dh cy Pap tniramg Seakcase E 12 
made, TAO, and AMC facilities............cccecce liniishaiaetisaeaiein ce 31 
Aircraft Control and Warning and other operational facilities___._________ 55 
ne Umty ume | GRR 92 eee ne eto eae ed acs aia aaa 25 
rovernment cost, overhead, and contingencies on going work___________~_ 200 


Based upon the application of funds available in the carryover of the unobli- 
gated balance shown above, and a new appropriation of $991.9 million for fiscal 
year 1959, it is anticipated that obligations will be recorded in fiscal year 1959 
as indicated in the table below. The distribution of obligations by quarters is 
premised upon the obligating experience in the last quarter of fiscal year 1958, 
which it is now estimated will average approximately $200 million per month. 
The large first-quarter obligation is expected to follow from the high state of 
readiness of programs for contract award (funded in fiscal year 1958, but not ob- 
ligated in that year) against the carryover of unobligated funds. 


Peenneet 5 ee 2 I ee eh sence $717, 300, 000 
I a a cea 269, 500, 000 


Nee eee eta NE aan Reamer tcnana mieten aaa 829, 800, 000 
Neen eT ae nenicsse- ee ieon ak eaten eee 245, 300, 000 
I cece igs Se ok ae ce ce ne ca a a ee $1, 561, 900, 000 


This performance will provide a carryover into fiscal year 1960 of approxi- 
mately $267 million. 


CHANGE IN APPROPRIATION STRUCTURE 


H. R. 13489, as presently written, creates a new appropriation entitled ‘‘Mili- 
tary Construction, Air Force Keserve Forces.” The Air Force does not agree 
that this change in the appropriation structure will serve to the best interest 
of the Air Force Reserve, the Air National Guard, or the United States Air 
Force. On the contrary, it is envisaged that such a change in the funding would 
create certain funding problems, particularly as pertains to the Air National 
Guard because of the legal peculiarity of its structure. 

The Air Force feels very strongly that the establishment of a separate ap- 
propriation which would include funds for facilities for both the Air Reserve 
and the Air National Guard would be a backward step. We have been working 
toward the optimum utilization of funds which is possible under existing laws 
and procedures. and, therefore, oppose the imposition of any legal or adminis- 
trative requirement for the further subdivision of funds. 

The inclusion of construction funds in the Air National Guard appropriation 
has proved most satisfactory, as can be attested by the outstanding results 
achieved to date. In view of the Federal-State status of the Air National 
Guard, which includes split funding agreements, and in all cases the construc- 
tion of facilities on State or municipally owned property. it is considered not 
only appropriate but also sound from a financial management point of view to 
retain the existing budget structure. 

The construction requirements of the Reserve Forces are an integral part of 
the total Air Force requirements, and, as such, must be kept in consonance with 
the requirements of the Regular Establishment. The determination of require- 
ments, the securing of supporting authorizations and appropriations, and the 
schedule of accomplishing military construction for both the Regular and Re- 
serve forces, are based on the force-structure objectives of wartime planning 
and peacetime programing. The present budget structure and related functional 
structures are designed to insure a well-balanced and properly phased progres- 
sion toward achieving our objectives. 

The consolidation of Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard construction 
under one appropriation would immediately cause confusion as to the admin- 
istration, supervision, and operation of such an appropriation. The Air Na- 
tional Guard construction program in many instances is executed in close coordi- 
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nation with the States and on either State or municipally owned real estate. 
This phase alone requires the closest of coordination and a full appreciation of 
the fiscal procedures as they apply to the individual States. In view of this 
legal affiliation, the Air Force must possess maximum flexibility and the ability 
to take funding actions on a timely basis in order to support this program on a 
successful basis. This can best be achieved by retaining all funds appropriated 
in the support of the Air National Guard under the one appropriation that 
presently exists. Sections 106, 107, and 708 of title 32, United States Code, 
will support this opinion. p 

The Air National Guard program must be supported and managed as a 
complete entity in itself and not as subdivisions thereof. The need for flex- 
ibility in this program is evidenced by the fact the Air National Guard has 
no control whatsoever over the conversion of units to later-type aircraft and/or 
related-weapon systems. This is determined by the Air Force and directly 
related to the modernization of the Regular Establishment inventory. Many 
of those conversions are made on short notice, due to variation in production 
schedules, changes in force structure, ete. Only through the management of 
the Air National Guard program as it presently exists can such changes be 
accommodated. 

The most important single factor in the past success of the Air National 
Guard program, which we all recognize, has been the fact that it was funded 
by a separate appropriation. Thus, its unique circumstances could be studied 
and reviewed separately at all levels. Further, it has enabled the Air Force 
to clearly record with the Congress the achievements in managing the funds 
appropriated for the support of this important element of the Air Force. 

In view of the above, it is urgently requested that funds for each of the Air 
Reserve forces be appropriated under the funding structure that currently 
exists. 


RESTORATION OF ITEMS DELETED FROM THE APPROPRIATION PROGRAM 


The House deleted a total of $229,416,000 from the requested total adjusted 
appropriation program of $1,144,311,000. Of the total reduction made by the 
House, the Air Foree requests restoration of $216,627,000, which includes 
$4,550,000 for the Air Force Reserve. Justification for the restorations in the 
appropriation program is set forth by command, base, and line items on the 
pages that follow. 


AIR DEFENSE COMMAND 


House request____--~-- sin icici nic eile ei cae $77, 963, 000 
I I a nk onc imc aI 65, 268, 000 
EE « BE inh icteric donate = title, dt tadlesteenbad 12, 695, 000 
Hequested ‘restoration .... ne eneennnennh eee 12, 695, 000 


Duluth Municipal Airport, Minn. 





Line item House House 











| 

Requested 

| request reduction restoration 

a _ -| ts ait See |\——— z 
Auto maintenance shop--. ba secsasce , $356, 000 $356, 000 $356, 000 
A 74, 000 74, 000 74, 000 
Dormitory, airmen 810, 000 | 810, 000 810, 000 
Dining hall, airmen__- iainciecaiei aaa ieee ade 602, 000 | 602, 000 602, 000 
Store commissary pestseacley ioe one = ree 

Utilities eS. E 
Water storage.........___. , nk Sak Saget tei Bs | 218, 000 218, 000 218, 000 
hand be pee iinet ied ienaaie aries npttates deibiemniadads ---=-| 7 = Po 
do ss ; Sade = Eatighl tatndpevithctans ae e b , 1 

lets @ubenibE: -5 act Co Aehthsc ce Bus reiy 5 16, 000 16, 000 16, 000 
Total i a 2, 889, 000 2, 889, 000 2, 889, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The House committee report stated: “The committee has been disturbed for 
some time about the effect of the increasing emphasis on missiles in air defense 
on the continued use of manned aircraft. This changing emphasis on weapons 
systems accentuates the need for a very thorough analysis of the military con- 
struction programs in this field. The committee does not believe that this analy- 
sis has been properly effectuated in the Air Force, particularly at those locations 


which are scheduled for both manned Air Defense Command aircraft and Bomarc 
missiles.” 


) 
| 
| 
| 
: 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Bomarc is not a replacement for the manned interceptor force but rather 
is complementary thereto. Each is designed to perform a specific air defense 
mission and they are not employed in the same airspace. The long-range 
manned interceptor operates outside and beyond the range of the Bomarc and is 
essential for performance of inspection function and for raid confirmation once 
an attack against this country is launched. Functioning as a mobile missile 
platform with very high kill capabilities, the long-range interceptor permits 
countering the threat at an extended distance from United States borders and 
permits constant engagement throughout the penetration of our defenses. The 
Bomarc is a limited-area defense system whereas the inherent flexibility of the 
manned interceptor can be exploited to rapidly changing battle conditions. The 
manned interceptor is also required so that maximum attrition of the enemy 
strike force can be effected prior to his penetration to the point of decoy or air 
oe missile release, thereby reducing the total objects against which we must 

efen 

The deployment of defensive units is based upon the forecast enemy threat, 
coupled with the radius of action and other weapon performance capabilities. 
Considering the limited availability of facilities, this may result in manned 
interceptors and interceptor missiles being supported from the same base for 
an indefinite period of time. The fact that they are supported from the same 
base has no relationship to the airspace or function in which they are employed. 

The fighter interceptor is a proven weapons system and can be relied upon to 
provide effective defense during the time period required for refinement of the 
missile systems. In addition, for reasons set forth above, a valid requirement 
for the manned interceptor will continue as long as the manned bomber or cruise 
missile threat exists. 

It is requested that the above line items be reinstated in the program in the 
amount of $2,889,000. 


Ethan Allen Air Force Base, Vt. 


Line item House House Requested 
request reduction restoration 


Dormitory airmen modification...................------.----- | $990, 000 $990, 000 $990, 000 


Note.—The reason for House action and the justification for the restoration of this line item is the same 
as set forth for Duluth Air Force Base. It is requested that the above item be reinstated in the program 
in the amount of $990,000. 


Grand Forks Air Force Base, N. Dak. 


Line item House House 


Requested 
request reduction restoration 








I sii ie sta <5 0c Ses aad ann cnednedinneetieine $2, 010, 000 $2, 010, 000 | $2, 010, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


With reference to the deletion of the hospital at Grand Forks Air Force Base, 
the committee desired that “a restudy be made at Grand Forks with detailed 
consideration given to the use of civilian facilities and the high estimated cost 
of this hospital.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Hospital at Grand Forks Air Force Base 


As desired by the committee, a study has been made of the civilian hospitals 
in Grand Forks, N. Dak., 15 miles away from Grand Forks Air Force Base. Of 
the 2 civilian hospitals located in this city, St. Michaels, a 100-bed hospital, has 
an average daily census of 73 patients; the other, the Grand Forks hospital, 150- 
bed capacity, has an average daily census of 119 patients. As can be seen, these 
hospitals have an average daily census of 73 percent and 80 percent, respectively, 
and the extent of support that could be offered the military under average cor- 
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ditions is considered marginal and completely inadequate during peak conditions. 
With regard to the House committee concern over the anticipated cost of the 
Grand Forks hospital, investigations reveal the following : ; 

The anticipated cost for this hospital is compatible with pricing indexes estab- 
lished for the Grand Forks area. Pricing averages for a 50-bed military hospi- 
tal and its supporting utilities adjusted for the Grand Forks area reflect a unit 
cost of $52.22 per square foot. The estimate for $2,010,000 for the Grand Forks 
hospital reflects a unit cost of $46.96 which is considerably less than the antici- 
pated index cost of $52.22 per square foot. 

It is requested that the above item be reinstated in the program in the amount 
of $2,010,000. 

Kingsley Field, Oreg. 





Line item House House Requested 
request reduction restoration 
Store, commissary. .-.-.-------- n= ved cons drys <cageetdeinandl $153, 000 $153, 000 $153, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee stated the belief that “existing on-base facilities or nearby 
facilities were adequate to satisfy needs.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


This is a new base and there are no existing commissary facilities. The near- 
est market is approximately 5 miles away at Klamath Falls. Recent surveys 
indicate that the cost of subsistence items in local stores is 30 percent higher 
than like items of commissary supply. In view of the distance to market, the 
higher cost of subsistence items, and the requirement to provide essential com- 
munity facilities within a reasonable distance at reasonable prices, it is requested 
that the above item be reinstated in the program in the amount of $153,000. 


Kinross Air Force Base, Mich. 





Line item House | House Requested 

request reduction restoration 
Auto maintenance shop_-- $267, 000 | $267, 000 $267, 000 
Auto storage, heated__._.-..---. gos me oe 79, 000 79, 000 79, 000 
Shop, refueling vehicle__--- : , 105, 000 105, 000 105, 000 
I. E. storage shed .........------ eR. Ls -Gkiy 63, 000 63, 000 63, 000 
Total... tat cceele ani vepitcabetGteubalnh 514, 000 | 514, 000 514, 000 








i 





Notre.—The reason for House action and the justification for the restoration of these line items is the 


same as set forth for Duluth Air Force Base. It is requested that the above listed items be reinstated in 
the program. 


Niagara Falls Air Force Base, N. Y. 


{ 
Line item House 





House Requested 
request reduction restoration 
Hazard removal 


a bbdbh ost ists ewod dst. J. $93, 000 $93, 000 $93, 000 


NotTe.—The reason for House action and the justification for the restoration of this line item is the same 


as set forth for Duluth Air Force Base. It is requested that the above item be reinstated in the program 
in the amount of $93,000. 


Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Mo. 








Line item House House Requested 
request reduction restoration 
etG, COG os nierasiawemdignihisticndiuchiudinsaaeubande ‘ $308, 000 $308, 000 $308, 000 


29525—58——_26 


| 
; 
| 
: 
4 
. 
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REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee stated the belief that “existing on-base facilities or nearby 
facilities were adequate to satisfy needs.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


This installation has a requirement for 11,168 square feet of commissary store 
facilities. This function is currently crowded into 7,800 square feet of a con- 
verted field maintenance shop building which is entirely inadequate for this 
purpose and cannot feasibly be modified or expanded to properly fulfill the 
requirement. No other existing facility is available for this purpose. Existing 
inadequacies of the present facility will be further aggravated with the comple- 
tion of 610 additional units of title VIII housing, presently under construction, 
and the subsequent influx of on-base families. 

Recent surveys indicate that the cost of subsistence items in local commercial 
stores is 24.4 percent higher than for like items of commissary supply. Such a 
price differential can often be a deciding factor in determining whether or not 
military personnel can afford to remain in service. This element, coupled with 
the fact that the nearest adequate commercial market is located approximately 
4.7 miles away, on roads which are subject to hazardous driving conditions 
through the winter, makes this an urgent requirement. It is, therefore, requested 
that the above item be reinstated in the program in the amount of $308,000. 


Selfridge Air Force Base, Mich. 


Line item House House Requested 
request reduction restoration 


apeeR sos ei bss si Ease bu db 5 2 | $3,724,000 | $3,724,000 $3, 724, 000 
| | 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee felt that “there is some doubt as to whether the Air Force 
has the legal authority to proceed with the construction of the hospital at Self- 
ridge Air Force Base in the manner contemplated in the estimates.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


This 100-bed hospital, authorized by Congress in the fiscal year 1956 military 
construction program, is badly needed as a replacement for the present out- 
moded and dilapidated hospital structure at Selfridge Air Force Base, Mich. 

The originally authorized scope of this facility was 91,200 square feet. How- 
ever, because of the high cost of constructing building foundations at Selfridge 
Air Force Base, the Army Corps of Engineers recommended a smaller perimeter 
building or smaller base block. This required a design calling for additional 
floors in order to compensate for the loss of space resulting from the smaller 
perimeter. This design resulted in the requirement for an increase of 5,300 
square feet over that originally authorized for this 100 to 200 bed hospital. The 
change in scope is less than a 6-percent increase over that originally authorized. 
Since there is no basic change in intent from the authorization granted by Con- 
gress in fiscal year 1956 by Public Law 161, 84th Congress, the Air Force intends 
to obtain clearance on this minor scope increase from the House and Senate 
Armed Services Committees prior to initiation of construction. It is consid- 
ered that this will provide all the necessary legal authorization required. 

It is, therefore, requested that the above item be reinstated in the program 
in the amount of $3,724,000. 


Sioux City Airport, Iowa 





Line item House House Requested 

request reduction restoration 
Dormitory, airmen. -___------- / $740, 000 | $740, 000 740, 000 
Officers’ quarters, men_-___--_--- scESToResSSeSEsTS 203, 000 | 203, 000 203, 000 
|—— 2 
MN atanen cue eks senso 942, 000 943, 000 | 943, 000 


| 
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DORMITORY, AIRMEN 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee stated that “present facilities can remain in use.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is required to provide adequate housing for the enlisted personnel 
assigned to Sioux City Air Force Base. Existing mobilization type barracks 
constructed during World War II do not meet minimum living standards. This 
base was constructed during World War II, and all construction at that time 
was mobilization type. After World War II, the base was declared surplus 
and returned to the city of Sioux City, Iowa. The dormitories were then modi- 
fied into 2- and 3-bedroom family quarters for low-cost rental units. The Air 
Force reactivated the base in 1951, and the dormitories were converted back 
to airmen’s quarters. However, this rehabilitation was only of a temporary 
nature. If these dormitories are not provided, assigned airmen personnel will 
have to continue living in substandard facilities which are overcrowded and 
poorly equipped. 

OFFICERS’ QUARTERS, MEN 
Reason for House action 


The committee stated that “present facilities can remain in use.” 
Justification 


This small but important base is the center of air defense activities in the 
area. Its personnel operate the latest air defense weapons in the defense of 
this sector and are highly trained to maintain this exceedingly complex equip- 
ment. The existing bachelor officers’ quarters in which these highly trained 
officers must live were constructed during World War II, converted into inex- 
pensive rental units following the war, and reconverted to their original use 
in 1951, when the base was reactivated by the Air Force. Substantially all 
assigned officers live in town, but there is a strong requirement to provide the 
limited number of usable spaces requested in order to accommodate unmarried 
key personnel on base, close to their essential duties. 

It is therefore requested that the above-listed items be reinstated in the pro- 
gram, in the amount of $943,000. 


Truax Air Force Base, Wis. 








Line item House House Requested 

request reduction restoration 
maReargeapecion, + cammaesanin-etiigitana tional 7 —_ . - - atarannepeeingetl ieaetimaad aaaiaialae 
Dormitory, airmen. ---- i $290, 000 $290, 000 $290, 000. 
Officers’ quarters, men ‘ naan naieine 4 220, 000 220, 000 220, 000 
Open mess, noncommissioned officers . : | 250, 000 | 250, 000 250, 000 
Electrical a. c. outlets..........- = ys enn <minge ag _ 26, 000 26, 000 26, 000 
Reemmeweiot Walidineg <<. u. -3..2. estonia. 285, 000 285, 000 285, 000 
ee!) X72, OF}. 1,071, 00 | 1,071,000 | 1, 071, 000 








Note.—The reason for House action and the justification for the restoration of these line items is the 
same as set forth for Duluth Air Force Base. It is requested that the above-listed items be reinstated in 
the program in the amount of $1,071,000. 


AIR MATERIEL COMMAND 


House request._......................... ie i $49, 107, 000 
House approved: ii ui boleiagie eh id erode ei seo ee 87, 311, 000 
momee TORUCHON... .. 2035s es enna eens eee 11, 796, OOO 
Meguestod restoration... ic nit ccetonacieedancenseaneee 11, 284, 000 


Memphis General Depot, Tenn. 


Line item House House Requested 

request reduction restoration 

—— —— ~~ - — - nak - | 
| 
| 
| 


Logistical facility depot. -_.......--.-- ee ee inicta taste | $1,464,000 | $1, 464,000 $1, 464, 000 
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REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The committee has deleted funds requested for warehouse facilities at Mem- 
phis General Depot, Tenn. This mission can be carried on at almost any location 
within continental United States where there are facilities available. The Air 
Force will be expected to locate this unit at one of many inactive facilities avail- 
able throughout the military at the present time.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Modification of warehouse building ND-1 at Memphis General Depot under this 
project is a part of the overall Air Force improved Zone of Interior logistics pro- 
gram which will ultimately result in a reduced annual requirement of approxi- 
mately $23 million. Of this amount, a reduction of $6 million has been estimated 
by closing the Memphis Air Force Depot. The use of the Army’s Memphis Gen- 
eral Depot facilities would not only provide the Air Force with the opportunity 
to retain the technical skills of approximately 1,100 trained employees now at 
Mallory Air Force Station, but would also exemplify coordination which exists 
between the services by having the Air Force and the Army perform major 
functions from a single installation. 

In view of the above, it is requested that the following item be reinstated in the 
program: 























! 
Base and item | Scope Amount 
—_ —- tO | > — 
| Square feet Thousands 
Memphis General Depot (Army), logistical facility depot. ...........__- 131, 000 $1, 464 
a oa Ee Oe eis | 
Olmsted Air Force Base, Pa. 
se aaaed | | 

Line items | House | House | Requested 

| request | reduction restoration 
a Se SS 
Roane ys, Wears iss <3 ois Sis ss ass 3s A $448, 000 $448, 000 $448, 000 
191, 000 191, 000 

| 


PNT ; MEINE es ici iccntnenndcuecssnubeussneussusd | 191, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The committee sees no justification for the construction of two dispensaries 
at Olmsted Air Force Base, Pa., and has deleted the request. If this require- 
ment continues, any additional request for funds should be based on the use 
of only one dispensary.” 

JUSTIFICATION 


The present temporary medical facilities at Olmsted Air Force Base will be 
razed by a fiscal year 1959 highway construction project. The two dispensaries 
programed are essential replacement items, without which there will be no 
medical facilities at Olmsted Air Force Base. 

The requirement for two separate dispensaries at Olmsted Air Force Base 
is completely compatible with the physical layout of the base. Additionally, 
the functional mission of each, while essentially that of medical care and treat- 
ment, differs from an operational and administrative concept to such a degree 
that a combined facility is impractical. 


It is requested that the above items be reinstated in the program in the 
amount of $639,000. 
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Tinker Air Force Base, Okla. 


Line item House House Requested 
request reduction restoration 


Shop, armament and electronics.........-..-....-...-----.--- $1,063,000 | $1,063,000 $1, 063, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


With respect to the armament and electronics shop at Tinker Air Force Base, 
the committee stated that “the construction of this costly facility does not 
appear to be warranted at the present time.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Armament and electronics shop, Tinker Air Force Base, Okla. 


This facility is required for depot maintenance and repair of airborne com- 
munications, armament, small arms, cameras, bombing systems, enemy counter- 
measures, and navigation systems. At Tinker, this facility provides the only 
depot maintenance function on these types systems in the Midwest area serviced 
by the Tinker Depot. Approximately an 84,000-square-foot deficiency exists to 
provide adequate maintenance support for the sensitive equipment. This addi- 
tional space is being provided by the construction of a mezzanine in an existing 
building at a unit cost of $12.65 per square foot, which is substantially less 
than the construction of a separate shop building to meet this requirement. 
Considering the specialized nature of this facility the proposed means of con- 
struction is an exceptionally economical method of providing the additional 
urgently required space. 

In view of the above, it is requested that the following item be reinstated in 
the program in the amount of $1,063,000. 


Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio 


House House Requested 


Line item 
request reduction restoration 





CURTIS WIMEIINE GRGTIIEG .. «hose tdie wee oescnngsecnencqskcann 
Shop, parachute, and dinghy. - 


$7, 400,000 | $7, 400, 000 $7, 400, 000 
209, 000 
Warehouse, equipment supply and base 


209, 000 209, 000 
509, 000 509, 000 509, 000 











ACADEMIC TRAINING FACILITY 
REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The committee fails to see why the Air Force cannot take advantage of in- 
active installations available to the military department for this mission and 


directs that a restudy be made of the need for these training facilities at this 
location.” 


/ 
; 
i] 
| 
; 
| 
} 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Air Force Institute of Technology is the Air Force’s center for engineering, 
scientific, management, and other professional education. The school was es- 
tablished at McCook Field, Dayton, Ohio, in 1919. It has been providing engineer- 
ing education for Air Force officers for nearly 40 years. At the present time, 
the Air Force is experiencing an increasing need for officers with engineering and 
scientific education. The Institute has the responsibility of providing these tech- 
nically trained officers to develop and operate today’s complex weapons of air 
warfare. 

The major reasons why the Institute of Technology should be located at Wright- 
Patterson Air Force Base are as follows: 

Situated within the same airbase complex is the Wright Air Development 
Center and the Air Materiel Command, the Institute is strategically located and 
programed to render a service which could not be duplicated in like degree 
elsewhere. 

The laboratories, wind tunnels, test paraphernalia, management data, engineer- 
ing equipment, and kindred resources of the Wright Air Development Center and 
the Air Materiel Command form a ready source of educational tools to the faculty 
and student body of the Institute. Specialists from these services lecture 
continually in Institute classrooms. As a consequence the student body receives 
not only high standards of technological and business education but education 
geared to the specific and often unique requirements of the Air Force. 

Wright Air Development Center and Air Materiel Command make daily prac- 
tical use of the Institute. Faculty and graduate students develop research 
theses for the commands. The faculty is in constant consultation with Wright 
Air Development Center on a wide variety of subjects. 

Present facilities consists of 2 cinder-block buildings and 1 converted ware- 
house belonging to the Wright Air Development Center which requires those 
facilities so as to accommodate presently planned activity. The space, acous- 
tics, lighting, and ventilation in these facilities are inadequate and substandard 
for any professional education activity. There are no other available facilities 
at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base suitable for this activity. 

Several of the more important board concepts pointed out to the Air Force 
by Dr. Stever when he submitted the committee’s report on June 20, 1958, are 
pertinent to the problem of the need to adequately support the Air Force Insti- 
tute of Technology. They areas follows: 

“(a) In all of its activities the Air Force will continue to experience at a 
growing rate the impact of advancing technology. * * *” 

“(b) In order to handle its increasing technological problems, the Air Force 
will need a higher percentage of better trained, more capable technical per- 
sonnel—officers, civilians, and airmen.” 

“(c) The Air Force should raise the technical qualifications of its research 
and development personnel by increasing opportunities for higher education in 
technical fields.” 

In view of the above, it is requested that this important line item be reinstated 
in the program in the amount of $7,400,000. 


SHOP PARACHUTE AND DINGHY WAREHOUSE EQUIPMENT SUPPLY AND BASE 
REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The committee has eliminated the request of $209,000 for a parachute shop 
and $509,000 for warehouse facilities in the belief that existing facilities at this 
installation should be sufficient to meet the needs of all units stationed at this 
base. 

JUSTIFICATION 
Parachute and dinghy shop 

The existing parachute and dinghy shop at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base 
is inadequate to handle the workloads of even the present mission. The existing 
structure is not capable of being modified for additional capacity to accommodate 
the requirements of the Strategic Air Command mission being assigned. Space 
must be provided for the 288 personnel chutes and 71 brake chutes which will be 
inspected and packed for the Strategic Air Command mission. Badly needed 
aircraft hanger space will have to be used until a new shop can be constructed. 
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Warehouse, equipment, and supply 


This facility is to be a part of the Strategic Air Command unit operational 
and maintenance facilities complex and is to be sited in the area planned for 
these facilities. It will provide space for supply personnel needed to administer 
and control the stocks of the Strategic Air Command weapon system assigned 
this base as well as house the essential supplies and equipment (including the 
flyaway kits and critical items of supplies) needed for hourly issues to the Stra- 
tegic Air Command units assigned Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. The 
building is for the sole use of the Strategic Air Command units. The stocks for 
these units are required to be secured, segregated, and stored in close proximity 
to the maintenance functions of the units supported and since there are no 
existing facilities which can be used to satisfy these requirements the mission of 
the units will be seriously impaired without the supply and equipment facility. 

In vew of the above, it is requested that the above line items be reinstated in 
the program in the amount of $718,000. 


Atr RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT COMMAND 


| 


House request_________ be testa Sli oc Ie rece i are I ee a a $27, 781, 000 
RUINS I in iii inns ctinisin eta teipeedinnenial chain ecm eels aie 26, 664, 000 
Sl ....._................ oes ae 1, 117, 000 
Requested restoration__.._._________ sal oa a ea A ha ea 1, 117, 000 
Holloman Air Force Base, N. Mex. 

Line item | House House Requested 

request | reduction restoration 
i oa eee 
IE maintenance shop ‘os . isl scaiinilh cleat lie $268, 000 $268, 000 | $268, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee deleted this facility “in the belief that these functions can 
be carried on in existing facilities.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The IE maintenance shops at Holloman Air Force Base are located in 9 
theater-of-operations-type buildings which were constructed in 1943 for a maxi- 
mum 5-year life. Since that time the buildings have successively deteriorated, 
and as a result of age and constant use the buildings are in many instances 
structurally unsound. During high winds, which are a common occurrence 
at Holloman Air Force Base, a noticeable sway is evident. The interiors are 
inadequately wired, the walls are covered with a fibrous material which is not 
fire resistant. These buildings have been declared unsafe structurally. 


It is, therefore, requested that the above item be reinstated in the program in 
the amount of $268,000. 


Indian Springs Air Force Base, Nev. 











| 
Line item House | House | Requested 
| request reduction restoration 
| E ; | 3 The. 
Dormitory, airmen chi eee ‘ i a iB nar $505, 000 | $505, 000 | $505, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The request for this facility was deleted because the committee felt that 
“adequate facilities are available for base personnel” and “the committee fails 
to see the need for the construction of permanent and expensive barracks for 
transit personnel.” 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Barracks at this base, originally designed to house 16 airmen, are now housing 
46 men. In addition 15 (16 feet by 16 feet) tents have been erected. Other 
airmen, not housed in the above, are being forced to sleep in their respective 
shop or office area. 

Living conditions at this base are deplorable, far below the minimum Air 
Force standards. Due to its isolation, community support is almost nonexistent. 
Conditions such as now existing at this base create an attitude of dissatisfac- 
tion and a loss of interest in the Air Force, with a resultant adverse effect on 
morale and retention of personnel. 


It is, therefore, requested that the above item be reinstated in the program, 
in the amount of $505,000. 


Kirtland Air Force Base, N. Mex. 





| 
Line item | House | House’ | Requested 
{| request | reduction | restoration 
i eananerveties Chie on oo aes | $344, 000 | $344, 000 | $344, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee deleted this facility in the belief that these functions can be car- 
ried on in existing facilities. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The primary maintenance effort of the installations engineer is concentrated 
in 2 substandard theater of operations 5-year life type buildings erected in 1942. 
The buildings were not originally constructed for use as IE maintenance shops, 
and, in addition, 16 years of intermittent use have brought on advanced deteriora- 
tion. The wiring is knob-and-tube, the paint shop lacks rudimentary safety re- 
quirements, and throughout the area personnel and equipment are subjected to 
unwarranted fire hazards. 

Location seriously hampers the IE maintenance effort, since 10 percent of the 
productive time of 180 pople is used in traveling from the existing area a distance 
of 3 miles to the main base area. The existing shops are located in an area which 
is in the process of being entirely assigned to the New Mexico National Guard. 
Both Air National Guard and the Army National Guard units occupy the majority 
of facilities in this area. 

It is therefore requested that this item be reinstated in the program in the 
amount of $344,000. 


Arr TRAINING COMMAND 


US RES. FF iS a ee ee ee noe Ue $29, 516, 000 
eee Ores St es ee a eT 17, 545, 000 

Dee ee ee ee Dee ee 11, 971, 000 
LE A ee 5, 113, 000 


James Connally Air Force Base, Tex. 














Line item | House | House Requested 
request | reduction restoration 
Runway, parallel__.._.__._-- i pauacichae kiwinm Geminis iced eee ee | $3, 500, 000 $3, 500, 000 $3, 500, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The need for a new parallel runway requested in the amount of $3,500,000 at 
James Connally Air Force Base is questionable and has been deleted. The Air 
Force should make a thorough study of the requirement for this runway includ- 


ing the use of existing facilities available for the accomplishment of this par- 
ticular mission. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


There are currently 164 aircraft located on James Connally Air Force Base 
with a programed increase to 184 aircraft. 

At present the existing inside runway must be utilized for jet aircraft. This 
is a serious hazard to flying safety for the following reasons: 

(a) A hangar is located inside minimum safety clearance limits. 

(b) A portion of the aircraft parking apron is within the minimum clearance 
limits from the runway. This is unsatisfactory but must be done to accomplish 
the mission. This situation greatly increases the possibility of compound air- 
craft losses from one accident. 

The diversified missions of this base which utilizes both jet and conventional 
aircraft require that dual runways be available for optimum accomplishment. 

James Connally is operating above its optimum effective capability at present. 
The 18 hours of operation allow only 6 hours for runway maintenance. These 
6 hours are, for the most part, night time which is insufficient for proper runway 
maintenance. 

It is requested that the above item be reinstated in the program in the amount 
of $3,500,000. 

McConnell Air Force Base, Kans. 





Line item 





| 
House House | Requested 
request | reduction restoration 
ih . F ts : =. ey en . ae ee Bee . a oy at 
Commissary sales store. .-...----- 5 $316, 000 


sierlelns Liat | $816,000 | $316, 000 
I 








REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The request for commissaries at McConnell Air Force Base, Kans., in the 
amount of $316,000 * * * have been eliminated.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The present structure being used as a commissary at this base was designed 
as a ration breakdown warehouse. This building is only 3,450 square feet which 
is far too small to accommodate a commissary activity for this size installation. 
Furthermore, if the requested commissary is approved, the present space being 
used as a commissary will be returned to its original usage to provide badly 
needed warehousing facilities. The inadequate area currently available will 
present an even greater problem when the additional on-base housing is com- 
pleted. No other suitable facilities are available on-base in which a larger 
commissary could be established and the closest civilian facility of adequate 
size is over 4miles away. The required size commissary is 14,588 square feet. 

In view of the above it is requested that the above item be reinstated in the 
program in the amount of $316,000. 


Vellis Air Force Base, Nev. 











’ 
Line item House | House Requested 
| request | reduction restoration 
- aieiganansraan = ange nnn sl s —|—— 
Commissary sales store - --- ‘ ansnbidendetestieie $313, 000 | $313, 000 | $313, 000 


| | | 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The request for commissaries at * * * Nellis Air Force Base, Nev., in the 
amount of $313,000 have been eliminated.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The present commissary store is located in a converted, mobilization-type air- 
men’s dining hall. This temporary facility is only 9,912 square feet, or about 
half of the indicated requirement of 18,910 square feet based on existing Air 
Force criteria. At the present facility monthly sales exceed $72,000 and it is 
anticipated that this figure will rise to $120,500 per month upon completion of 








402 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 


the new, on-base title VIII housing project. Feasibility studies indicate that 
enlarging or modifying the existing structure is uneconomical and impractical, 
and there are no other buildings available which would be suitable for the indi- 
cated scope of commissary activity. It is over 6 miles to the nearest civilian 
market of adequate size. 


For the reasons above, it is requested that this item be reinstated in the pro- 
gram in the amount of $313,000. 


Sheppard Air Force Base, Tex. 











" l 
Line items House House Requested 
request reduction restoration 
—" Soni i aoeaageennesinice | ae <cteeetirenceacele 
Airmen service club_...............--- pail i need oebdbied $618, 000 | $618, 000 $618, 000 
AUTISTIC T  e 366, 000 | 366, 000 | 366, 000 





AIRMEN SERVICE CLUB 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The existing facilities can be continued in use.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The two existing substandard mobilization-type facilities built in 1941 and 
1942 are inadequate to serve the needs of personnel. A service club is especially 
important on a technical training base to provide young airmen and students 
an adequate recreational facility on base rather than have them seek entertain- 
ment in unregulated off-base establishments. Airmen selected to receive the 
technical training provided by this base are considered the type that the Air 
Force desires to retain. After completion of this project, 23 percent of the total 
requirement will have been satisfied. 

Lack of civilian entertainment facilities for the large number of airmen per- 
sonnel makes provision of adequate service club facilities a necessity at this 
base. There are no other suitable buildings available for this function. An 
adequate and modern service club will be of great value in improving morale 
and aiding in retention of qualified people. 

It is requested that the above item be reinstated in the program in the amount 
of $618,000. 


OFFICERS’ QUARTERS, MEN 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The existing facilities can be continued in use.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


With the exception of one 49-man officers quarters now under construction, 
all officers’ quarters at this base are substandard, mobilization-type structures 
which were built during the 1941-42 time period. They have now reached the 
point where it is no longer economical to continue repairs. Completion of the 
49-man officers quarters currently being constructed will leave a shortage of 
345 spaces. Retention of highly trained and skilled personnel in the military 
service demands that the Air Force provide acceptable living conditions for its 
officers. To this end, it is necessary that such substandard facilities be replaced 
as rapidly as possible. This 49-man officers quarters is an urgently required 
increment in a phased replacement program at this base. 


It is requested that this item be reinstated in the program in the amount 
of $366,000. 


CONTINENTAL AIR COMMAND 


bie ON i ito tes sei. ck lei ee eee ea $13, 566, 000 


Mie, BOtONOE Ss oi it a ih ne ee 12, 196, 000 


Peers etene 3 nse jot eileen ieee Se dene a. 370, 000 
Mequcsted: westovetioniocc5 265 62500252221 oes ee es 1, 370, 000 
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Brooks Air Force Base, Tez. 




















Line items House House Requested 

request reduction restoration 
anes: CHUN os wht ia cts ake aeennedons aise een $930, 000 $930, 000 $930, 000 
RE WR nd cnccsvpinnanngbiadicmenmide ease beens eae 440, 000 440, 000 440, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The committee has deleted the $1,370,000 requested for an airmen’s dormitory 
and dining hall at Brooks Air Force Base, Tex., in the belief that the present facili- 
ties are adequate.” 

JUSTIFICATION 


Dormitory, airmen: 400 men; amount, $930,000 


The existing airmen dormitories on this base were built during World War II 
according to mobilization standards. These buildings are very badly deteriorated, 
and maintenance costs become increasingly excessive each year. Major rehabili- 
tation is infeasible due to the age, condition, and design of the buildings, and 
nothing can be done to bring them up to acceptable standards. 

Since the selection of this base as the location of the Air Foree School of Avia- 
tion Medicine, approximately $10 million has been spent at Brooks Air Force Base 
for school facilities, but only 2 new dormitories have been provided for personnel 
stationed there or attending the school. The remaining deficiency of 800 spaces 
represents two-thirds of the total requirement at this base. Asa result the major- 
ity of the personnel at this installation are forced to live in entirely unsatisfac- 
tory quarters. 

The importance of correcting such conditions and providing an acceptable 
standard of living, particularly the provision of a proper and comfortable place 
in which to live, as it affects the retention of skilled personnel, cannot be over- 
emphasized. Construction of the two 200-man dormitories proposed in this pro- 
gram, to correct a portion of this deficiency, is an urgent requirement as a part 
of the Air Force phased program to provide satisfactory living conditions for its: 
personnel, 


Dining hall, airmen: 14,190 square feet ; 800 men; amount, $440,000 


Upon activation of the Air Force School of Aviation Medicine at Brooks Air 
Force Base, this installation will have a requirement for 1,210 spaces (22,130 
square feet) of airmen dining facilities. The 800-man permanent type dining 
hall proposed for inclusion in this program will replace 2 existing mobilization- 
type structures which were constructed in 1941 to meet the minimum emer- 
gency requirements of World War II. One of these old buildings is currently 
in use in support of the present base mission but can be continued in use only 
at the expense of ever-increasing costs for maintenance and repair. The other 
old dining hall has been closed for some time, but in the absence of a new 
building will have to be completely renovated and reopened, to accommodate 
the additional workload to be generated by the opening of the School of Aviation 
Medicine at Brooks Air Force Base. Both buildings have long since outlived 
their designed and expected use-life, are deteriorated beyond economical main- 
tenance and repair, and are incapable of being improved to meet acceptable 
standards. 

In the interest of long-run economy and in keeping with the Air Force obliga- 
tion and urgent necessity to provide for its personnel a standard of living 
which will induce intelligent, ambitious, and capable people to select and con- 
tinue an Air Force career, the 800-man dining hall proposed for inclusion in this 
program is a part of a phased Air Force program to replace existing substand- 
ard facilities with structures which are conducive of decent living conditions for 
our personnel. 

In view of the above, it is requested that the above line items be reinstated 
in the program in the amount of $1,370,000. 


HEADQUARTERS COMMAND 


eee ee $18, 937, 000 
Mr OO in eee ee re ee 8, 548, 000 
RU POC i, i ite eerie rrcuempanninn paddanaraase ee ee 10, 389, 000 


EROMCRORCE TORE OTO GONE a vecrciccrnc asecarsranamaiareernieiaseeanrteninveitamiseimna eee 10, 389, 000 
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Andrews Air Force Base, Md. 








Line item | House | House Requested 
request | reduction restoration 
IND SI ance SE lk ee ae ae enced emaiidw ead $10, 389,000 | $10, 389, 000 $10, 389, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The committee does not feel that the air movements estimated for the future” 
at Andrews “are firm enough to warrant the construction of a parallel runway 
at this time” (p. 22). “The committee is not certain of the need to transfer 
all of the Air Force and Navy flight operations from Bolling and Anacostia Fields 
to Andrews Air Force Base. It is expected that the Secretary of Defense, 
together with other Government agencies concerned, will restudy this matter 
thoroughly, filing a report thereon with the committee not later than January 
15, 1959” (p. 16, H. Rept. 2238). 


JUSTIFICATION 


In 1957 Andrews Air Force Base ranked third among the Air Force bases in 
numbers of traffic movements. Of the first nine most used Air Force bases, 
Andrews Air Force Base is the only one which does not have parallel runways. 
At the present time, the number of aircraft, the variation in types of aircraft, 
and the incidence of traffic movements at Andrews Air Force Base combine to 
create a runway demand which frequently exceeds the capacity of the single 
runway system which is avaliable. The resulting risks, delays, increased flight 
eosts and training deficiencies are a current concern from both safety and 
economy viewpoints. 

The saturation of the single runway system at Andrews Air Force Base has 
been the principal cause of delay in transferring flying from Bolling Air Force 
Base and Anacostia Naval Air Station. Such a move was recommended as long 
ago as 1954 by a special Air Force board studying all Air Force activities 
in the Washington area. In June of this year, the Senate Armed Services Com- 
mittee requested a report on factors delaying the termination of flying at Bolling 
Air Force Base and Anacostia Naval Air Station. These factors were principally 
the unavailability of necessary facilities at Andrews Air Force Base and at 
Patuxent Naval Air Station, including the parallel runways, and the impractica- 
bility of transferring the flying activity from Bolling Air Force Base and Anacos- 
tia Naval Air Station to any base other than Andrews Air Force Base. 

The number of movements now being accomplished at Bolling Air Force Base, 
Anacostia Naval Air Station and Washington National Airport, if combined with 
those now at Andrews Air Force Base, would increase the annual movement 
load at that base from 232,706 in 1957 to 339,225, an increase of 46 percent. In 
this computation, no consideration is given to the increasing percentage of jets 
in use, which, in view of their more frequent landings and restriction to military 
airports for training, would add further movements. The transfer of flying from 
Bolling Air Force Base and Anacostia Naval Air Station would increase the 
numbers of aircraft at Andrews AFB from the 238 assigned in 1957 to a total 
of 509. With the present situation of frequent oversaturation of traffic handling 
capability at Andrews Air Force Base, such an increase in the operational load 
of Andrews Air Force Base is out of the question with the current single manager 
system. 

In view of the situation described above, the Air Force must continue flying 
at Bolling AFB and will be unable to accept the Navy flying from Anacostia 
until such time as a parallel runway is available at Andrews AFB and a sup- 
porting runway in the near vicinity is made available for jet training. 

It is requested that the above line item be reinstated in the program in the 
amount of $10,389,000. 


MILITARY AIR TRANSPORT SERVICE 


Se a ee ee ere $10, 884, 000 
CO OO sh issetercciccnser caretaking ccna tintaaiae 10, 634, 000 
REOUING ~TOGRO MOR ocaicccrenesensctnwerreuun de eke 250, 000 


MbGuietbed restoration onan wunnscwnenennnmmnd austen 250, 000 
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McGuire Air Force Base, N. J. 











Line item House House Requested 
request reduction restoration 
Shop, aircraft maintenance, field...................-..-..-.... $250, 000 $250, 000 $250, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee deleted this item “in the belief that existing facilities which 
have been in use for some time are sufficient.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The requested field maintenance shop will support 12 R-6D aircraft assigned 
to the 3d USN Air Transport Squadron. The shop will be used in conjunction 
with an aircraft maintenance dock programed in the fiscal year 1959 military 
construction program. This field maintenance shop is necessary to provide ade- 
quate space for the 12 R-6D aircraft. At the present time these aircraft are 
being supported in hangar 34-01, which is too small. The 12th Aero Med Trans- 
portation Squadron will move into hangar 34-01. The 12th Aero Med Squadron 
is now crowded into hangar 18-01 with the other 12 R-6D aircraft of the 3d 
USN Air Transport Squadron, which is a very unsatisfactory operating condi- 
tion. The requested facility will alleviate this situation. 


It is, therefore, requested that the above facility be reinstated in the program 
in the amount of $250,000. 


STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND 











TROCNGs - POCO issih ~ cerenciisencnnnisntiemninstntiddinedinduaiiatmeeli $179, 426, 000 
TROURO- : RIE OVE ris cietidniscntitmaningn séimatincimnlaedigwenh-aitinia 158, 477, 000 
EROS: POMC i eiiciisdcs nen tcccsniesensnhinntatnpendtiigi aia Mail 20, 949, 000 
Requested) . WONTON 6k isd ccatsncd ecient ein Seen 19, 684, 000 
Biggs Air Force Base, Tex. 

Line item House | House | Requested 

request reduction restoration 
aS = SLR) je) : = ty of -| a). 

| | 

ONS. CII os aiicns thtcindiebccciniban Seinki s soil $1, 700, 000 $1, 700, 000 | $1, 700, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“* * * the committee has eliminated the request for airmen’s dormitories, and 
the Air Force will be expected to continue the utilization of existing facilities.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


This important SAC base supports several types of the most modern aircraft, 
but the personnel necessary to maintain and operate this equipment live under 
the most deplorable conditions. The buildings presently used for airmen dormi- 
tories were constructed over 16 years ago to meet emergency requirements during 
World War II. They have long since deteriorated to the point that continued 
use is uneconomical. Moreover, they do not provide suitable housing for Air Force 
personnel. The Air Force is unmistakably under obligations to its personnel to 
provide, to the maximum extent possible, a standard of living equal to that 
enjoyed by those whom they serve. The dormitory is home to the individual who 
must live on the base as part of his contribution to the national security, and an 
attractive, comfortable place to come home to after working hours is one of the 
most essential items that can be provided on an airbase. In order to develop the 
necessary skill required to operate and maintain the rapidly advancing weapons 
systems, it is essential that experienced personnel remain in the Air Force. 
Improved living conditions are of utmost importance and must be recognized as 
a major factor affecting the individual's decision to remain in the Air Force. 
Recognition must be given to the fact that the present-day, highly technical 
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specialist cannot, and will not, willingly accept a standard of living which falls 
far short of that which would be available to him were he not a member of the 
Air Force. 

Construction of the 4 new 200-man dormitories proposed in this program, to 
correct a portion of the existing deficiency at this base, is an urgent requirement 
a8 a part of the Air Force phased program to provide satisfactory living conditions 
for its personnel. 

In view of the above, it is requested that the above item be reinstated in the 
program in the amount of $1,700,000. 


Castle Air Force Base, Calif. 


Line items House House Requested 
request reduction restoration 
Dormitory, airmen... ....-20.-....2.2.... cid. .see sii $449, 000 $449, 000 $449, 000 


Officers’ quarters, Publie Law 968 


283, 000 283, 000 283, 000 
Officers’ quarters, Public Law 241 939, 000 939. 000 939, 000 








Setabesi se deel? tlt jreaso sil) 4s. egy 1, 671, 000 | 1, 671, 000 | 1, 671,000 
| 





DORMITORY, AIRMEN 
REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“* * * the committee has eliminated the request for airmen’s dormitories, and 
the Air Force will be expected to continue the utilization of existing facilities.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


This base has a requirement for 2,966 dormitory spaces, but has only 883 
spaces which can be considered adequate, plus an additional 400 spaces now 
under construction. This leaves a deficit of 1,683 spaces. As a consequence, 
well over half of the dormitory requirements of this base must be met by the 
eontinued utilization of 31 open-bay, mobilization-type barracks, which have so 
long outlived their designed-use life that continued maintenance and repair is 
no longer economically feasible. Moreover, major rehabilitation is infeasible 
due to the age, condition, and design of the buildings, and nothing can be done 
to bring them up to acceptable standards. 

The Air Force has an obligation and an urgent necessity to provide clean, ade- 
quate, and comfortable living quarters for its airmen if it is to retain the cali- 
ber of personnel needed to perform its mission. This dormitory is an urgent 
requirement, as a part of the Air Force phased program to provide satisfactory 
living conditions for its personnel. 

The Air Force requests restoration of this item in the amount of $449,000. 


OFFICERS’ QUARTERS, PUBLIC LAW 968, AND OFFICERS’ QUARTERS, PUBLIC 
LAW 241 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


““* * * the committee has also eliminated the requst of $1,222,000 for bachelor 
officers’ quarters, pending the authorization and acquisition of land required for 
this facility.” 
JUSTIFICATION 


Authorization for the land for this facility is contained in the fiscal year 1959 
military construction authorization bill, and specific clearance was given for this 
acquisition in accordance with title VI of Public Law 155, 82d Congress, by the 
House Armed Services Committee on July 1, 1958, and by the Senate Armed 
Services Committee on July 25, 1958. 

This installation has a requirement for 136 spaces of officers’ quarters. Offi- 
cers are currently living in World War II mobilization-type barracks, having 
a single central latrine on each floor; bedrooms hardly large enough to accom- 
modate a bed, locker, and chest of drawers; and poor ventilation. Furthermore, 
these structures have long since outlived their designed-use life, have deteriorated 
beyond the possibility of economical maintenance and repair, and are incapable 
of being rehabilitated or reconstructed so as to provide acceptable. living con- 
ditions. 
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The officers’ quarters proposed for inclusion in this program are an increment 
of the Air Force phased program for replacement of existing substandard struc- 
tures with facilities conducive of acceptable living conditions for the high-cali- 
ber personnel whom the Air Force must retain in service if it is to accomplish 
its mission. As such, they represent an urgent requirement 


In view of the above, it is requested that the above line items be reinstated 
in the program in the amount of $1,222,000. 


sae, 


Forbes Air Force Base, Kans, 











| 
| 
Line item House House Requested 
request reduction restoration 
aaiiinaiaios . = cecmeaiaiie = Z. ee less ei as 
GOO BiG: CORONG oi ssiickstentinccnidintddnaiddnendediee es | $619, 000 | $619, 000 $619, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“* * * the $619,000 requested for an officers’ open mess has been denied and 
existing facilities should be continued in use.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Forbes is a large and important SAC base, located many miles from a civilian 
community of any considerable size. This relative isolation necessitates the 
provision of virtually all facilities necessary to community living. The existing 
officers’ open mess has been a continuing maintenance problem. Even with the 
expenditure of much effort in an attempt to prolong the useful life of this wooden 
building constructed in 1942, the facility fails to provide acceptable minimum of 
usability. For instance, the heating system overheats some areas, leaving others 
untenably cold. Structurally, the floors and walls are on the point of being 
unsafe, despite attempts to restore these faulty members. The alternative of 
complete restoration is considered uneconomical and indefensible. 


It is requested that the above item be reinstated in the program in the amount 
of $619,000. 


Lockbourne Air Force Base, Ohio 





Line item House | House 


Requested 
request | reduction 


restoration 


Runway, primary, instrument 


! | 
| | 
| | } 
| $11, 115 000 | $11, 115, 000 | $11, 115, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“* * * the committee is not convinced of the need for an additional runway at 
Lockbourne Air Force Base, Ohio, and, accordingly, has deleted the $11,115,000 
requested.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The primary reason for the requested runway is to provide for a replacement 
of the existing runway, which has deteriorated beyond the point where it can 
support sustained operation of the two SAC bomber wings at this installation. 
The reconstruction of the present runway to bring it up to a standard which 
will support continuous operation by heavy aircraft is estimated to cost approxi- 
mately $8 million. In addition to the reconstruction costs of $8 million, approxi- 
mately $6 million would have to be expended to deploy the 2 wings to another 
location during the period of the reconstruction. This reconstruction of the 
existing runway to required standards would require an expenditure of a total 
of $14 million, as compared to a total of $11.1 million for a new runway. 

An additional important benefit is provided by the construction of a new run- 
way in that the existing runway can be retained in use for limited emergency 
operation. This will provide the capability for both of the assigned wings to 
maintain an alert posture with the capability for launching their alert aircraft 
within the required 15-minute period after an alert warning is received. 


{t is requested that this item be reinstated in the program in the amount of 
$11,115,000. 
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Offutt Atr Force Base, Nebr. 











Line items House House Requested 
| request reduction restoration 
| 
Ranway, primary, extension... _............-.._...-_____-..- | $2, 523, 000 $2, 523, 000 | $2, 523, 000 
eee Cerne... so ona AS LA ts. 623, 000 623, 000 | 623, 000 
Storage, base, jet fuel 99, 000 | 99, 000 | 99. 000 
iy RUINS Saletan ss hdd nalts Ritew cereale sollniy cide ciptaetale tii Aisin diag ool | 279, 000 | 279, 000 | 279, 000 
Land, easement: | 
ITE ctcrerinscennigcocaiapramnewnsanninn nit acieiiwinmadeasogceit 12, 000 | 12, 000 | 12, 000 
SN a a on oe 20, 000 | 20, 000 | 20, 000 
PeeeONs «so saddest. ltt NII co in seems cults seiiniciiines ai olla | 3, 556, 000 3, 556, 000 3, 556, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The committee feels that there are existing military installations which can 
meet the needs of the new mission proposed for this installation without this 
costly construction and the request is denied.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Offutt Air Force Base is strategically located as a base of operations for 
KC—135 tanker aircraft in support of strategic bombers. 

This construction is part of a phased buildup of Offutt Air Force Base for 
the KC-135 jet tanker mission. The denial of these items would negate previ- 
ous actions by Congress in the amount of $9,224,000, and will result in a greater 
expense to construet all required facilities at another location. Prior military 
eonstruction appropriations have provided the bulk of construction and facility 
costs for the programed KC-—135 Air Refueling Squadron at Offutt AFB. With- 
out the necessary military construction funds to complete this facility, the 
operational capability will be limited to an unsatisfactory degree. As a result, 
a corresponding limitation will be imposed on the operational capability of 
strategic bombers programed for refueling support from the Offutt located 
air refueling squadron. 

There are no other active Air Force bases available that can be utilized for 
this mission, without the expenditure of a greater amount of funds of approxi- 
mately $20 million to $30 million to provide the essential operating require- 
ments. 

In view of the above, it is requested that the above line items be reinstated 
in the program in the amount of $3,556,000. 


Pease Air Force Base, N. H. 





Line item House House | Requested 
| request reduction restoration 
bp dea} Sra tk ks est BE i sane a 
| | 
TPIT Fis eo a EE are elon a witcmaubshteataemerane Bara | $683, 000 $683, 000 | $683, 000 
| | 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


‘“* * * the committee has eliminated the request of $683,000 for additional 
water-supply facilities at Pease Air Force Base, N. H. Legal action is being 
taken by several neighboring towns in this area to prevent the Air Force from 
utilizing the contemplated water supply. The committee does not feel that 
funds should be appropriated for this purpose until the legal right of the Air 
Force to use this water has been determined.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The fiscal year 1958 appropriation plan contained three items for the Pease 
water supply as follows: 


Na ay a a a a er a $1, 790, 000 
tne Min sags nie ncn iaren serena ah amilapiesn dagen eaiion 160, 000 
Tae aN 1 RE UTNE i wires lh chirp ahs a een engi Speci 50, 000 


NN ca a cn aaah a cil a ew pa a teen he ee ear 2, 000, 000 
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This request was to provide water to the city of Portsmouth to replace well 
water which they lost when the Air Force took over Portsmouth (Pease) Air 
Force Base and to provide water for the Air Force base. 

During the surveys and preliminary design of the dam, it was discovered that 
due to certain requirements to provide an additional 2 million gallons per day 
for riparian rights, the level of the dam would have to be raised. The esti- 
mated cost of the dam was thereby increased to $2,683,000 including the land, or 
an additional $683,000 above that previously authorized and appropriated. 
Therefore, the Air Force submitted a request in the fiscal year 1959 military 
construction appropriation program for this additional $683,000. 

In the meantime, due to the urgency of providing immediate replacement of 
water to the city of Portsmouth, as well as the airbase, additional exploration 
has been undertaken by drilling several test wells. However, legal action has 
been taken by the nearby cities in this connection. If the decision is made by 
the Court or the Congress that a dam should be constructed to satisfy the com- 
mitment, then the Air Force must be in a position to proceed immediately with 
the construction. This construction will be an advertised competitive bid con- 
tract for the entire facility. Thus, the additional funds requested in the fiscal 
year 1959 military construction appropriation program must be available or an 
additional year’s delay will result. 

In view of the above, it is requested that $683,000 be restored to the program. 


Schilling Air Force Base, Kans. 


Line item House | House | Requested 
request reduction restoration 
Base theater (750 SE $340, 000 | $340, 000 $340, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“* * * the existing theater appears to be adequate to meet the needs of this 
installation at the present time, and the request of $340,000 for a new theater 
is denied.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The present theater at this base is a mobilization-type building constructed 
in 1942 as a temporary facility to meet an immediate wartime need. This build- 
ing has now deteriorated to a point beyond economical repair. The amount of 
maintenance and repair necessary to prolong the life of this facility in a safe and 
usable condition is considered excessive. As a SAC installation, Schilling must 
provide on-base facilities, wherever possible, so that assigned personnel may 
obtain some degree of recreation without being compelled to travel. This aspect 
is particularly relevant in the present context of sustained readiness. 

It is requested that the above item be reinstated in the program in the 
amount of $340,000. 

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND 
PIOUSS TOW CCE nna ct nnnectnistinnentemientieln geen eamesnigh $23, 722, 000 
PIOUS ADDTOVOG 6s weiss 64-36 nn eee eee ee 17, 868, 000 
House reduction 5, 854, 000 


Requested restoration... .... 2... seeeens—eeennbabseaae 5, 854, 000 


Cannon Air Force Base, N. Mez. 





Line items | House House Requested 

| request reduction restoration 
keine i mai antic rmeaaoriaaaaa og ; 
Store, commissary - ...------- dtitidenilbek inkandeineeadiena | $231, 000 | $231, 000 $231, 000 
Exchange sales store To a ie incl ae a -| 309, 000 309, 000 | 309. 000 
Open mess, NCO = dandsckmiiekudaliandadetaedede 198, 000 | 198, 000 198, 000 

| | 
295253—58——_27 


5 
5 
9 
i} 


sua amie pote the 


a eB te 


eae 











410 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 


STORE, COMMISSARY 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee stated the belief that “existing on-base facilities or nearby 
facilities were adequate to satisfy needs.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


This installation has a requirement for, 18,322 square feet of commissary 
store facilities. This function is currently crowded into 9,569 square feet con- 
verted WAC barracks and dining hall facilities, of theater-of-operations-type 
construction, built in 1942 for a use-life expectancy of 5 years. These existing 
facilities are entirely unsatisfactory and inadequate for this purpose and cannot 
feasibly be modified or expanded to properly fulfill the requirement. Further- 
more, no other existing facilities are available for conversion for this purpose. 
Existing inadequacies of the present facility will be further aggravated by the 
influx of on-base families upon completion of 215 additional units of on-base 
housing. 

Recent surveys indicate that the cost of subsistence-type items in local com- 
mercial stores is 29.12 percent higher than for like items procured from com- 
missary sources, a differential which may well be the deciding factor in deter- 
mining whether or not trained personnel can afford to continue a military career. 
This element together with the fact that the nearest adequate civilian markets 
are 7.5 and 7.8 miles from the on-base housing, over hazardous highways, make 
this an urgent requirement. 


EXCHANGE SALES STORE 
REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee felt that “existing on-base facilities or nearby facilities were 
adequate to satisfy needs.” 
JUSTIFICATION 


The existing exchange facility is located in three deteriorated, temporary 
buildings which are inadequate to provide protection from weather and dust, 
and consitute an unwarranted fire hazard. Excessively high maintenance costs 
are required to provide minimum protection of equipment and stocks, and it is 
estimated that these maintenance costs exceed 20 percent of the replacement 
cost requested. The structures, built in 1942 for a 5-year life expectancy, cannot 
be modified to serve the exchange function adequately within a reasonable cost. 
The nearest civilian facilities which offer like services are over 8 miles away. 


OPEN MESS, NCO 
REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee felt that “existing facilities appear to be ample.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Existing Air Force criteria, based on numbers of personnel assigned, substan- 
tiate a noncommissioned officers open mess of 14,000 square feet. The present 
noncommissioned officers open mess at their base is only 7,905 square feet, re- 
sulting in overcrowded and inadequate conditions. The requested addition will 
provide the indicated minimum requirement. 

It is, therefore, requested that the above-listed items be reinstated in the 
program in the amount of $738,000. 


Langley Air Force Base, Va. 


a 


Line items House House Requested 
| request reduction | restoration 
| 
Maintenance dock, medium aircraft ae $430, 000 $439 000 $430, 000 
Storage, Ammo, air defense __ aa 836, 000 | 836, 000 836, 000 
Do. - <¢ a §12, 000 612, 000 612. 000 
Electric distribution line, underground 105, 000 105, 000 105, 000 
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REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION AND JUSTIFICATION 


Nore.—The reason for House action in deleting these items and the justifica- 
tion for their reinstatement in the program is the same as for Duluth Air Force, 
Minn. 

Furthermore, the maintenance dock and the electric distribution line are not 
related to the manned air defense interceptor aircraft and would be required 
regardless of the impact of Bomare upon the manned fighter interceptor mission 
at Langley Air Force Base. The maintenance dock is required for the KB-50 
air refueling tankers which support tactical bombers of TAC, aircraft which 
cannot possibly be replaced or supplanted by Bomarc. The underground electric 
distribution line is required to tie Langley Air Force Base into the facilities of 
the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics and thereby provide cheaper 
electrical power to the base. 

It is, therefore, requested that the above-listed items be reinstated in the pro- 
gram in the amount of $1,983,000. 


Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, 8. C. 





Line items House | House Requested 
| request reduction | restoration 
eee — ee es | = - — 
Open mess 
Noncommissioned officer.._.......-...- pacespienemieaadalen $150, 000 $150, 000 $150, 000 
CRs <2 6582 on - acus cag veswankennel 142, 000 142, 000 142, 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee felt that “existing facilities appear to be ample to meet the 
requirements at the present time.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The existing officers’ and noncommissioned officers open messes are far too 
small to accommodate the present and programed personnel strength at this 
base. Current criteria indicate a requirement for 14,820 square feet for a 
noncommissioned officer open mess as Opposed to the existing 8,440 square feet, 
and 14,000 square feet for an officers’ open mess as opposed to the existing 
4.960 square feet. The present overcrowded facilities prevent the realization 
of recreational benefits to be obtained in open messes of adequate size to pro- 
vide for assigned personnel. The local community, Horry, S. C., does not have 
sufficient recreational facilities to accommodate the number of United States 
Air Force personnel assigned. 


It is, therefore, requested that the above-listed items be reinstated in the 
program in the amount of $292, 


Sewart Air Force Base, Tenn. 








| 
Line item | House House | Requested 
; request reduction restoration 
find diinlphrtaleieiinliattaati feist $eeeoaettoneeninete emer re . oe 
Dining hall, airmen_--_---- i eb asenucaa’ swatespaagaan | $591, 000 | $591, 000 | $591, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee felt that “existing facilities appear to be ample to meet these 
requirements at the present time.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Sewart Air Force Base has a requirement for 2,476 spaces. (40,320 square feet) 
of airmen dining facilities. With the exception of one 700-man permanent-type 
dining hall currently under construction, all existing dining halls at Sewart 
Air Force Base are temporary-type structures which were built to meet the mini- 
mum emergency requirements of World War II. These buildings have been 
in use long beyond their designed and expected use life, have deteriorated beyond 
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economical maintenance and repair, and are incapable of being improved to meet 
acceptable standards. 

The main dining hall, which is to be replaced by the facility requested in 
this program, and in which more than 50 percent of the airmen are subsisted, 
is termite and rat infested to an extent beyond control and sanitation is im- 
possible. Maintenance costs on this building over the past 4 years have amounted 
to 50 percent of the original cost of the building. Furthermore, the design of 
this structure is such that 25 percent more personnel are required to operate 
it than will be needed to run the new building. 

In the interest of long-run economy and in keeping with the Air Force obliga- 
tion and urgent necessity to provide for its personnel a standard of living which 
will induce intelligent, ambitious, and capable people to select and continue an 
Air Force career, the 1,000-man dining hall proposed for inclusion in this pro- 
gram is a part of a phased program to replace existing substandard facilities 
with structures which are conducive of acceptable living conditions for our per- 
sonnel. 

It is, therefore, requested that the above item be reinstated in the program 
in the amount of $591,000. 


Turner Air Force Base, Ga. 





| 








| 
Line items House House Requested 
request reduction restoration 
te tel . | |-—___—— 
Ss NN son or rn ees ewer $837, 000 $837, 000 | $837, 000: 
Dining hall, airmen i 997, 000 997, 000 | 997, 000 
Open mess, noncommissioned officers........... 416, 000 416, 000 416, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee felt that “existing facilities appear to be ample to meet these 
requirements at the present time.” 


JUSTIFICATION 
Dormitory, airmen 


This base has a requirement for 2,587 dormitory spaces but has only 898 spaces 
which can be considered adequate. This leaves a deficit of 1,700 spaces, or 
two-thirds of the total requirement. The construction of these 2 new permanent- 
type 200-man dormitories, to replace a portion of the 16-year-old mobilization-type 
barracks currently in use, will correct approximately 25 percent of the existing 
deficiency. ‘The existing mobilization-type barracks have deteriorated beyond 
economical repair and are excessively expensive to maintain. Nothing can be 
done to bring them up to acceptable standards. 

The Air Force has an obligation and an urgent necessity to provide clean, 
adequate, and comfortable living quarters for its airmen. We cannot expect to 
attract and retain high-quality personnel of the caliber we need by providing low- 
quality, substandard living conditions. Personnel with the intelligence, ambition, 
and ecapshility that we must have demand facilities comparable to those which 
they could provide for themselves if they were not in the service. These two 
dormitories are an urgent requirement as a part of the Air Force phased program 
to provide satisfactory living conditions. 

Dining hall, airmen 

This SAC dispersal base has a requirement for 2,587 spaces (42,940 square 
feet) of airmen dining facilities. All existing dining halls consists of mobilization- 
type structures which were built in 1941 to meet the bare minimum emergency 
requirements of World War II. These buildings have long since outlived their 
designed and expected use-life, are deteriorated beyond economical maintenance 
and repair, and are incapable of being improved to meet acceptable standards. 

In keeping with the Air Force obligation and urgent necessity to provide for 
its personnel a standard of living which will induce intelligent, ambitious, and 
capable people to select and continue an Air Force career, the two 800-man dining 
halls proposed for inclusion in this program are a part of a phased program to 
replace existing substandard facilities with structures which are conducive of 
decent living conditions for our personnel. 
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Open mess, noncommissioned officers 


The existing noncommissioned officers’ open mess was constructed in 1941 and 
is of the mobilization type. While this type of construction was necessary 
during wartime to provide minimum facilities in a short time, it has become 
increasingly apparent that the cost of replacement would be far more eco- 
nomical than attempting to extend the already prolonged life expectancy of 
such structures. While recognizing the need to provide some degree of outlet 
for the recreation of assigned personnel, the sheer consideration of relative costs 
involved dictates the requirements to replace this deteriorated structure rather 
than continuing to repair and restore the facility on an indefinite basis. 

It is, therefore, requested that the above listed items be reinstated in the 
program in the amount of $2,250,000. 


AIRCRAFT CONTROL AND WARNING 























FROUNG  TOCGONE 6 oe ai in ts BLE een $164, 021, 000 
TOURS RBNCOVOE ose icici cca eeadaeadaoniia 150, 068, 000 
Freese reduction Wc 0i. ole De sl ele 13, 953, 000 
Begudested restotntiet ioc. ot ok le ee 9, 388, 000 
Hastings Air Force Station, Nebr. 
sguteies ies sahbineg leila avila ere aed ) spinels 
Line items House House Requested 
request | reduction restoration 
— amecsts acca a a ——— ated” oe 
Communication: | } 
NOP 3 td. tse hdd dedl hontai aan atdakiewd $57, 000 $57, 000 $57, 000 
Transmitter ac a aia a 78, 000 | 78, 000 78, 000 
Tlephome wapart fanny... a 25, 000 | 25, 000 25, 000 
Operations, aircraft control and warning.._..............-.--- | 350, 000 | 350, 000 | 350, 000 
IE and auto maintemance shop._..........-.-...-.2.-.....-4s. 45, 000 45, 000 45, 000 
Warehouse, base - a ee ee ee 38,000 | 38, 000 38, 000 
PIGIOMOOEE ORGIES o os. cee dcvidcdnatanctbasghscwinas | 67, 000 | 67, 000 67, 000 
Wadeire Rew ie pe ales cusd, Seah tces oes 459, 000 | 459, 000 459, 000 
RPO: MrT tlt Lin, 4... cette nclihinttin nitilieaaaemeall 246, 000 246, 000 246, 000 
SS ee SOD, FO a an an encne sea ocuunn aah 111, 000 | 111, 000 111, 000 
Cinobr qirerenes,, The. oki 2. i ee PASSA } 78, 000 78, 000 | 78, 000 
AjPeiins ombtrs ett ED)... sa vissciisss. sical tes. 3d. edie | 5, 000 5, 000 5, 000 
Recreation facility, multipurpose. -............................ 167, 000 167, 000 167, 000 
Utilities a aa cesshidlia: dan cenltensarsiga tied 280, 000 280, 000 280, 000 
Heating plant.......__- c swasbseee US edaiseeewn el 110, 000 | 110, 000 | 110, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee stated: “The site for this station has not been selected and 
the committee questions the need for several of the facilities requested, such 
as family housing.” 

JUSTIFICATION 


An aircraft control and warning station is required in the general area of 
Hastings, Nebr., to insure that the continental aircraft control and warning 
system has the capability of tracking continuously enemy aircraft that are able 
to reach the central areas of the United States. This tracking is necessary to 
insure sustained attack on enemy aircraft attempting to reach vital targets inside 
the periphery of the United States. 

If the radar coverage is not provided in the general area of Hastings, Nebr., 
the air defense system will be unable to provide for acquisition data to adjacent 
areas when enemy aircraft are able to penetrate our periphery defenses. 

The Air Defense Command, charged with the responsibility for site surveys 
and site selection, has recommended that the aircraft control and warning 
station to provide for radar coverage of the general area of Hastings, Nebr., be 
located near Kearney, Nebr. The Air Force is now issuing its approval of this 
recommendation and construction depends only upon the appropriation of funds. 

The individual items consist only of basic minimum requirements to support 
the operations and the assigned personnel at this new installation. Family hous- 
ing at aircraft control and warning sites is a vital requirement to insure that 
key operating personnel are readily accessible to maintain a continuous 24- 
hour-a-day operation of the vital facilities in the defense warning network. 

It is requested that the above items be restored in the program in the amount 
of $2,116,000. 
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Sundance Air Force Peete Wyo. 





Line item House | House | Requested 
request werner aaa reduction | restoration 
Family housing................- Pee, Je Se ees | $505, 000 505,000 | $305, 0 $505, 000 $505, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The House committee denied these items on the basis of “* * * its attitude 
toward the policy of constructing family housing and dependents’ facilities 
overseas in critical spots or in high-cost construction areas.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Sundance Air Force Station, family housing 


Family housing is required at this aircraft control and warning site to 
accommodate a minimum of 27 military personnel (officers and upper grade 
airmen) who are highly skilled radar and communications technicians and 
who must be available for operational duty at all times. This item represents 
a specific aircraft control and warning site requirement similar to the 434 units 
which have been constructed and 1,914 units which are currently in various 
stages of design, contract award, and construction. These units, with a maxi- 
mum of 27 for each aircraft control and warning site, are distributed among 
approximately 87 sites of the aircraft control and warning network within 
the United States. Although in many cases the individual station require- 
ment for housing exceeds the 27 units, the current Air Force program is to 
provide this minimum amount at each site for key personnel, taking into con- 
sideration any adequate community rentals that may be available within reason- 
able commuting distance. 

There is no adequate community rental housing available. During the winter 
season and periods of inclement weather, road travel is difficult and slow; 
during heavy snows the roads are temporarily impassable. It is essential that 
key operating personnel at these sites be provided housing which makes them 
readily accessible to the site to insure continuous 24-hour-a-day operation of 
these vital facilities in the defense-warning network. 

It is requested that the above reduction be restored in the program in the 
amount of $505,000. 


Webb Air Force Base, Tex. 


| 
Line items | House House 
} request reduction 


| 

| 

| 

ae - “- : : | 
| 

| 


Requested 
restoration 





aI re ee oe ————, —---- 
Direction center, transmission system__._.._........---------- $3, 746, 000 $3, 746, 000 $3, 746, 000 
wpa emt ts, ee ee 2 oe | 3,021,000 | = 3, 021, 000 } 3, 021, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The committee deleted the facilities at Webb Air Force Base on the basis 
that the item “was not contained in the authorizing legislation as passed by 
the House of Representatives” (p. 28, H. Rept. 2238). 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is ineluded in the fiscal year 1959 military construction author- 
ization bill as reported by the Senate Armed Services Committee. It is assumed 
because of the importance of this item that authorization will be provided after 
the House-Senate conference on this bill. 

The required beneficial occupancy date (BOD) for this facility is May 31, 
1961. Any delay in this BOD will have adverse effect on the planned and pro- 
gramed, orderly, and economical implementation of the SAGE program. A 
delayed BOD will require costly storage of complex electronic equipment and, 
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because of companion delays in installation and testing, will result in delaying 
the date at which the SAGE system should become operational. 

The minimum construction time for the SAGE direction center at Webb Air 
Force Base is estimated to be 19 months. This estimate does not allow for 
delays that may result from inclement weather, strikes, material shortages, etc. 
To insure that the required BOD is met a construction lead time of greater than 
19 months should be allowed. This condition requires that funds for construct- 
ing the SAGE direction center be authorized in the fiscal year 1959 military 
construction program authorization to permit construction contracts to be 
awarded in time to insure that the operational date is met. 


It is requested that the above listed items be reinstated in the program in 
the amount of $6,767,000. 


VARIOUS, ZONE OF INTERIOR 


RII WE ia cccictatcccci scsi tlcaa el la aca ai $272, 500, 000 
ND BN iting cneisveniscenansn cmon seain< ane 182, 500, 000 

I I nih seni tigiadiin dani ae ia ee 90, 000, 000 
BEIATUCIEE, STOR EL TIL. «.~ <uasccotsincnsttepavihaseceotectaiiimanieniarammanes tate ein 90, 000, 000 


Ballistic missiles 


Line item | House | House Requested 





| request | reduction restoration 
is a In ane it wee -| nie 
Weiieise Intesiies so alt ha eee $165, 900, 000 | $90, 000, 000 $90, 000, 000 








REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“* * * The architect-engineering work for certain portions of the Titan bal- 
listic missile operational facilities has just started and will not be completed 
until February or April 1959, and that the site locations for other missile bases 
are not firm. Accordingly, the request. for ballistic missile facilities has been 
reduced in the amount of $90 million.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The site for the Titan squadrons have been definitized as the Lowry bombing 
range east of Lowry Air Force Base. The initial phase of the Titan facilities will 
be ready for contract by September 1958. The completion of the planning and 
design phases on the technical facilities for the Titan locations will be completed 
by December 31, 1958, and it is anticipated that all major facilities for the 
squadrons will be ready for contract no later than February and April 1959. 
The Atlas site will be selected shortly and its design will be a modification of 
those now under construction. 

It is essential that funds be made available in the fiscal year 1959 bill to permit 
the award of these contracts on schedule starting in September of this year, or 
serious delay in the operational date for these missiles will result. In addition, 
as may readily occur with important Weapons such as the Titan, technical break- 
throughs which could result from the accelerated development work in process 
would require immediate construction fund availability to take advantage of 
such a breakthrough. This is essential since construction is an integral part of 
the missile system and, because of its magnitude and lead time, it must be main- 
tained fully on schedule or it will be a seriously delaying element in the attain- 
ment of operational readiness of the Titan missile units. 

It is requested that the $90 million reduction in the ballistic missile program 
be reinstated. 

ALASKAN AIR COMMAND 


House redwest... 2st ernst nds bubba see hee $27, 926, 000 
House: approved... atscsiiisindnsnnhntstninengingeclipidg aie 26, 781, 000 


Siowune’ wedwetion. 22365548 ok oe eee 23). dace 1, 145, 000 
Weeuumented . tester Atiet ss oboe ae eae 1, 145, 000 
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Ladd Air Force Base, Alaska 


} 





Line item House | House Requested 
request reduction | restoration 
oct ears ea hye Se el Ot el se ee ee ert i eet 
| | 
RN i een ee eee Oe | $1, 145, 000 | $1,145,000 | $1, 145, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The existing recreational facilities at this installation appear to be adequate 
at the present time.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The present recreational facility at Ladd Air Force Base consists of a con- 
verted hangar-type building which is inadequate in size and facilities. This 
hangar is located approximately 114 miles from the personne] billeting area, 
rendering it practically inaccessible in good weather and beyond reach in severe 
weather. Facilities in the nearby town are, for the most part, very limited for 
use by Air Force personnel and during the long winter season become completely 
inaccessible because of hazardous and impassable road conditions. Also, during 
the short summer season outdoor sports are limited. Both the surgeon and 
chaplain have shown great concern over the welfare of personnel, particularly 
lower grade airmen, in this frontier town. The rate of minor and major inci- 
dents at this base is alarming and higher than the average rate as compared with 
similar bases throughout the Air Force. This high-incident rate can be directly 
associated with the lack of a suitable recreation fieldhouse. Construction of a 
recreation fieldhouse would serve to centralize, in one building, all the recrea- 
tional and athletic activities. The necessity for such a facility at this isolated 
Alaskan station is readily apparent. Making such a facility available to our Air 
Force personnel would assist materially in reducing the high-incident rate and 
would increase the morale and efficiency of assigned personnel. 

It is requested that this item be reinstated in the program in the amount of 
$1,145,000. 

MILITARY AIR TRANSPORT SERVICE, OVERSEAS 


I ec atari oe sie eta $15, 185, 000 
I a a sescescraaieatee ate get rote wal nstigtens sia hehe asia 12, 433, 000 
I oa an atntig ne See ee mien eh ok aden eee ae 2, 752, 000 
IE cornices aap nmponcc edie cineteratai a nate tae ae acai 2, 752, 000 


Kindley Air Force Base, Bermuda 


Line item House | House Requested 
request } reduction restoration 


s | aie | ied ad 
Automotive maintenance shop................-....-..-....-.. $752, 000 | 752, 000 $752, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“* * * it is expected that existing facilities will be continued in use at this 
installation.” 
JUSTIFICATION 


The automotive maintenance shop is presently located in seven buildings. 
Four of these buildings are temporary buildings which have rotted beyond re- 
pair or are being demolished to make way for new construction. The remaining 
three buildings will be continued in use to satisfy a portion of the total require- 
ments. This facility will serve the maintenance and repair requirements for ap- 
proximately 515 vehicles assigned to Kindley Air Force Base. 


It is requested that this item be reinstated in the program in the amount of 
$752,000. 


| 
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Lajes Airport, Azores Islands 


Requested 


request reduction restoration 





Line item | House House 
| 


Dormitory, airmen 


=6s ary eatin deals kant ca: ae $2,000, 00 | $2, 000,000 | $2, 000, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 
“Existing facilities appear to be adequate to meet the needs at this installation.” 
JUSTIFICATION 


This vital mid-Atlantic Ocean airbase houses several highest priority Strategic 
Air Command missions in both peacetime and wartime. Furthermore, it is 
an important refueling and overnight stop for aircraft, crews, and passengers 
enroute between the United States and Europe. It is expected to continue to 
be utilized by the Air Force throughout the foreseeable future in the support 
of vital Strategic Air Command operations and as a key link with our instal- 
lations in Europe, Africa, and the Middle East. Consequently, it is incumbent 
upon the Air Force to provide decent living conditions at Lajes for the person- 
nel of the Armed Forces who are stationed at or transit through this base. 

Barracks to be replaced by these two 240-man dormitories are obsolete World 
War II theater-of-operations-type buildings which have long exceeded their 
design-use life, have deteriorated to a deplorable condition, and are beyond eco- 
nomic repair. Moreover, major rehabilitation is not feasible, due to the age, 
condition, and design of the buildings, and nothing can be done to bring them 
up to acceptable standards. The proposed new dormitories are an increment 
of a phased program to replace badly deteriorated barracks, which were barely 
adequate even under war conditions 15 years ago, with dormitories conducive 
to a decent standard of living for the highly trained personnel whom the Air 
Force must retain in the service if it is to accomplish its mission. 

It is requested that this item be reinstated in the program in the amount of $2 
million. 


Pacific Arr CoMMAND 


Ber na ce cnc eennccnta eae aiaee eee Aen eee . $25, 598, 000 
ne re rose och eas ese ki arg ee nanan a ee eee ee 20, 111, 000 


PIOUSG TOUUCCION oes cane eseanne erate ne : 5, 487, 000 
Requested restoration 5, 487, 000 


Hickam Air Force Base, T. H. 





Line item House House | Requested 
request reduction | restoration 
$$ Sar 
Officers’ quarters, men_._..........-. iemmromnaanaansinteemansiaiittn | $400, 000 $400, 000 $400, 000 


' 








REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“Existing officers’ quarters at Hickam Air Force Base, T. H., should be 
continued to be used, and the request of $400,000 for this facility is denied.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Present bachelor officers’ quarters are temporary wooden structures, now 15 
years old, which are termite ridden and have deteriorated beyond economical 
repair. These structures require constant, excessive, and costly maintenance to 
keep them in a usable condition. There is an overall requirement for 451 spaces, 
with only 200 spaces of substandard quarters available, thus leaving a defi- 
ciency of 251 spaces. Existing buildings were designed to accommodate 19 
officers each, but are currently housing 37 each. This results in overcrowding 
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and an unsatisfactory way of living. Even with this doubling up, shortage of 
officers’ quarters forces unmarried base-assigned officers to occupy off-base quar- 
ters at very excessively high rents due to competition with the tourist trade for 
the limited housing available in the civilian communities. Due to nonavail- 
ability of on-base quarters, large numbers of transient and rotational officers 
are compelled to accept accommodations in low-grade hotels during the almost 
continuous tourist season, since vacancies are not available in the better hotels. 
Many of the off-base quarters available to both assigned and transient officers 
are at least an hour’s ride from the base over congested highways. 

Subjecting our officers to such unsatisfactory and crowded living conditions 
has a serious effect upon morale and presents a very serious retention problem 
to the Air Force. 

It is requested that this item be reinstated in the program in the amount of 
$400,000. 

Yokota Airbase, Japan 








Line item House House Requested 
request } reduction | restoration 
ie ees Sg oa E ‘ | é. — ai = 
RN I oo a ee de ae $187, 000 $187, 000 | $187, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“There appears to be no immediate need for the construction of a cold-storage 
facility at Yokota Air Base, Japan, requested in the amount of $187,000.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The present cold-storage facilities consist of multiple walk-in field-type cold- 
Storage boxes located in a Warehouse and temporary walk-in field-type boxes 
south of the base commissary. These boxes are overage, have sagged insulation, 
rotted frames, and refrigeration equipment that is old and very expensive to 
maintain. Upon completion of this project, existing cold-storage boxes will be 
dismantled and turned into salvage. Space used in the warehouse will revert 
to warehouse space as this base is deficient in warehousing. All existing equip- 
ment must be replaced within 2 years due to the age of the boxes. Additionally, 
perishable items and frozen meats are continuing to replace nonperisbable items 
thus increasing the demand for cold-storage facilities. 

It is requested that this item be reinstated in the program in the amount of 
$187,000. 


Clark Air Force Base, Philippines 


| 
| 
| 





Line item House House Requested 

request reduction | restoration 
maaan des = a er ied ; nine 
ENN oss see ecesee 2g eee eareae | $4,900,000 | $4, 900, 000 $4, 900, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“* * * the Air Force has failed to take into account the capabilities existing 
at civilian and governmental hospitals in this area, particularly in the modern 
veterans hospital in Manila.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


This hospital is a replacement for the present temporary cantonment hos- 
pital and dental clinic located on Clark Air Force Base, Manila, Philippine 
Islands. The hospital and dental clinic to be replaced are in a deplorable 
state of repair. The proposed hospital will provide definitive medical care for 
all authorized United States personnel. Approximately 90 percent of the patient 
load will generate in the immediate vicinity of Clark Air Force Base. The 
remaining patients will come from the other military forces and United States 
governmental agencies in the Philippine Islands and the Southwest Pacific area. 

The cost is increased because construction in the Philippines is 1.5 times 
the national United States average cost of a 200-bed hospital. The resulting 
eost per bed of approximately $25,000 is not excessive under these circumstances. 








j 
| 
i 
' 
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Other medical facilities in the area have been considered from a utilization 
viewpoint. The Department of the Navy operates 50 beds at Subie Bay, some 
70 miles distant over marginal roads. This facility is used to capacity. There 
is also a 40-bed Navy facility at Sangley Point which is fully utilized. An 
average of 24 Navy patients are presently cared for in the Clark Hospital. 

There is no United States Veterans’ Administration Hospital in the Philip- 
pines. However, pursuant to Public Law 865, 80th Congress, July 1, 1948, an 
agreement between the Government of the Philippines and the Government 
of the United States was signed governing the construction and equipping of 
hospitals for Commonwealth Army veterans and the provision of medical care 
for such veterans by the Government of the Philippines and the furnishing of 
grants-in-aid thereof by the United States Government. 

In accordance with the grants-in-aid program, the Veterans Memorial Hospital 
at Quezon City near Manila was constructed and title therein is vested in the 
Republic of the Philippines, 

Public Law 85-461, 1958, also provides that certain United States veterans 
in the Philippines may be furnished hospital care within the limits of the facili- 
ties of the Veterans Memorial Hospital. 

The Veterans Memorial Hospital has an operating capacity of 722 beds. Ac- 
cording to the Veterans’ Administration, it is anticipated that approximately 
400 of these beds will be occupied by Commonwealth Army veterans and 130 
beds will be used by United States veterans. The United States Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration states that it is expected that the remaining beds will be used 
by the Philippine Government at their own expense for natives of the Philip- 
pines whose disabilities would represent a variety of clinical material, thus 
permitting the hospital to operate as a teaching and research center for its 
Philippine medical staff. In view of this, the Air Force cannot be assured use 
of the Manila Veterans Hospital. 

This Philippine Government hospital is some 65 miles from Clark Air Force 
Base. The road between is undependable and is closed during heavy rains. 
At best, the driving time is 2% hours. 

In view of these facts and due to the extremely poor conditions of the present 
ecantonment facility, a replacement 200-bed hospital at Clark Air Force Base 
is considered as an urgent requirement. 

It is requested that the above item be reinstated in the program in the amount 
of $4,900,000. 

Stratecic Ark COMMAND, OVERSEAS 


Howee wognet@.6 25 et eed Ss eee eee $58, 305, 000 


Peeing salevelél 30h cosa. So cece ge a eee 24, 560, 000 
PrOUee FOQUPNON 8 ese eee 33, 745, 000 
Requested: restorations. gq cesicccate niece nsec ete naa areas . 25, 827,000 


Andersen Air Force Base, Guam 





Line items House House | Requested 
request | reduction | restoration 
Seika sit Wh liek eect sh i i es el ls ‘ Ai. bos ra 
Shop, A/C maintenance ____. cistneih cmaen ta eriaial $305, 000 | $305, 000 | $305, 000 
Club, service ‘ saw sat : scat 975, 000 | 975, 000 975, 000 
Ones meni Oitisere se. 5 i527 nasi Pathe lula cel wee 1, 001, 000 1,001,000 | 1,001, 000 
Hangar, alert. ........ 


asssttedninnneagediinmebiamicmaciss 1,100,000 | 1,100,000 | _—_1, 100, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The committee believes that the existing facilities at Andersen Air Force Base, 
Guam, are adequate to meet the needs for which funds for the maintenance 
shop, $305,000, service club, $975,000, officers’ club, $1,001,000, gymnasium, 
$512,000, and ADC alert hanger, $1,100,000 were requested.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Organizational maintenance shop, Anderson AFB 

The 79th Air Rescue Squadron is now using 2,240 square feet of a building 
which is virtually unusable as shop space. The building was built as a hangar 
during World War II as a temporary structure to meet the requirements of air- 


Seca Se 
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craft of that day. This building was never designed to serve as a shop: one 
side is open to the elements and it has ventilators in the roof which allow 
driving rains to come in making the interior completely unusable as a shop. 
Valuable electronics equipment, test equipment, and special tools are exposed 
to this abuse, or must be taken out of service and covered with tarpaulins. 
The highly specialized and complex technical work normally carried on in an 
aircraft maintenance shop cannot be carried on under these conditions for any 
appreciable period of time without incurring excessive costs which the Air 
Force seeks to avoid. It would be economically unsound to try to convert this 
old hangar, which is beyond its expected life, into satisfactory shop space to 
meet this requirement. Furthermore, the building must be removed to allow 
for other construction and its structural condition will not permit erection in 
another location. 

Shop space used by other organizations at Andersen is insufficient to permit 
integration of this additional requirement without seriously jeopardizing the 
maintenance mission. 


Club, service 


Under current Air Force standards, the number of personnel at Andersen 
AFB substantiates a requirement for an airmen service club of 40,500 square feet, 
The present facilities consist of 19,692 square feet of which 10,480 square feet is 
a badly deteriorated temporary structure and 9,212 square feet is a permanent 
building. By continuing to utilize the permanent building, the construction 
of a standard design building of only 27,800 square feet will provide substantially 
for this important requirement. Not only is this club a requirement for per- 
sonnel assigned to this base because of its isolated location, but also the club 
will provide for SAC rotational crews who are compelled to spend many days 
away from their homes each year. 

Open mess, officers 


The present facility which serves as the officers’ open mess is made up of 
buildings scheduled to be demolished because of their deteriorated condition. 
These buildings have outlived their normal life expectancy and require con- 
stant and excessive maintenance and repair to keep them in a safe condition 
for use. At this large and permanent installation, which is isolated from local 
civilian communities, the open mess is virtually the only facility which pro- 
vides a year-round outlet for recreational activities of the assigned officers 
and their families. The extended rainy seasons and tropical winds have 
rendered the existing temporary facility beyond the point of economical repair. 
In such overseas areas aS Guam, the importance of providing facilities of this 
nature can hardly be overstated. 


Hangar, alert 


There are no existing fithter interceptor alert facilities at this base and 
no other facilities are available which can be utilized for this purpose. At 
the present time, the alert aircraft are being parked on the open ramp subject 
to the extreme moisture and heat prevalent at this extreme tropic location. 

The Air Force program reflecs a firm continuing requirement for a fighter- 
interceptor mission at this location to provide an air defense capability for 
the island of Guam and the essential military facilities located thereon. In 
order to effectively accomplish the air defense mission, fighter interceptor air- 
craft, together with air and ground crews, must be maintained on 24-hour alert 
capable of being airborne within 3 minutes after receipt of warning. 

In order to maintain this high degree of alert, which is necessary to insure 
effective defense of this key SAC base in the Pacific, the alert hangar and sup- 
porting items requested in the fiscal year 1959 military construction appropria- 
tion program must be provided. 

In view of the above, it is requested that the above items be reinstated in 
the program in the amount of $3,381,000, 


Ernest Harmon Air Force Base, Newfoundland 














Line items House House | Requested 
request reduction restoration 
or —_—____—__| _ — 
ei Mote gies ci cccc eas ien! Wi detbdeds eantideattiel $15, 758,000 | $15, 758, 000 | $8, 800, 000 


A ak Sa a al 338, 000 338, 000 | 338, 000 





De 
Se 
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REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The House committee denied these items on the basis of “* * * its attitude 
toward the policy of constructing family housing and dependents’ facilities over- 
seas in critical spots or in high-cost construction areas.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The requirements for adequate family housing and dependent schools in over- 
seas areas are most pressing problems. The Air Force has numerous locations 
throughout the world where there is no dependent housing available or where it 
is available in such a limited quantity that a small minority of Air Force people 
are able to have their dependents with them. 

This is further complicated by the fact that personnel with certain scarce 
skills are required to serve almost as much time overseas as they do in the con- 
tinental United Staies These people with essential skills are, of course, the ones 
the Air Force is particularly desirous of retaining in the service. There is little 
chance of retaining married personnel when all that can be offered them is one 
period of forced family separation after another. These are important SAC 
overseas bases and, in addition, have Air Defense Command fighter-interceptor 
missions. Both of these high priority missions require the highest caliber of per- 
sonnel who are dedicated to their jobs. These people deserve the best facilities 
that can be provided and certainly should have the opportunity to be with their 
families in off-duty hours. Periods of forced family separations must be reduced 
toa minimum. Although the cost of dependent facilities at these bases is substan- 
tial, it does not approach retraining costs that will result from not providing 
adequate family housing and dependent schools. 

Further, personnel without families serve only an 18-month tour, whereas with 
families the normal tour is3 years. The increase in effectiveness and productivity 
of an individual on a longer tour is substantial. 

It is requested that the above reduction be reinstated in the program in the 
amount of $9,138,000 on 192 units and $6,958,000 restoration is not requested. 


Goose Air Force Base, Labrador 


Line items | House House Requested 
| request | reduction restoration 
’ 





Pousti hemieg. 225552020 55.. c SUA 2.00, 0001 $8, 526, 000 


| $8, 526, 000 
Do - pla cbieues tala cteenddidddinnn deiitee’ bene 4, 400, 000 | 4, 400, 000 | 4, 400, 000 
NOU GE no. iio tryna sua seasamen eae 700, 000 | 382, 382, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


The House committee denied these items on the basis of “* * * its attitude 
toward the policy of constructing family housing and dependents facilities 
overseas in critical spots or in high-cost construction areas.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The requirements for adequate family housing and dependent schools in over- 
seas areas are most pressing problems. The Air Force has numerous locations 
throughout the world where there is no dependent housing available or where 
it is available in such a limited quantity that a small minority of Air Force 
people are able to have their dependents with them. 

This is further complicated by the fact that personnel with certain scarce 
skills are required to serve almost as much time overseas as they do in the 
continental United States. These people with essential skills are, of course, the 
ones the Air Force is particularly desirous of retaining in the service. There 
is little chance of retaining married personnel when all that can be offered them 
is one period of forced family separation after another. These are important 
SAC overseas bases and in addition have Air Defense Command fighter-inter- 
ceptor missions. Both of these high priroity missions require the highest caliber 
of personnel who are dedicated to their jobs. These people deserve the best 
facilities that can be provided and certainly should have the opportunity to 
be with their families in off duty hours. Periods of forced family separations 
must be reduced to a minimum. Although the cost of dependent facilities at 
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these bases is substantial, it does not approach retraining costs that will result 
from not providing adequate family housing and dependent schools. 

Further, personnel without families serve only an 18-month tour, whereas 
with families the normal tour is 3 years. The increase in effectiveness and 
productivity of an individual on a longer tour is substantial. 

It is requested that the above reduction be reinstated in the program in the 
amount of $13,308,000. 


Unitep States AIR FoRCES IN EUROPE, FRANCE 


eee Guamimnte ie fo ad a eer i ee ee SA JOS, 65 $4, 954, 000 
ns re. ow eas ee ea 4, 565, 000 

ene meet eon. fees es Ae i eboleie se 389, 000 
SOROe * PERE Reh  s e ee  S ee sess 389, 000 








| 4 
Line item House aie House | Requested 
|} request bee Bi reduction Lf restore tion 
siplicaiacre caalat ae clpeailtab ai aspicle nancigiane sina te oiirecetrrrry ihe anal clined - Sandi 
OIE TIRNUTOTINS Bhi hd ad ri Shishi se ea cc sas | $185, 000 
| 


$185, 000 | $185, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The request for an officers’ club in the amount of $185,000 at Phalsbourg, 
France, has been denied.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


At the present time there is no facility for an officers’ open mess at this 
installation. No building exists that could be converted or temporarily used 
to satisfy this requirement. This installation is located in the eastern part of 
France in an area where no recreational facility exists. The open-mess activity 
is an integral part of the Air Force installation and the center of the social 
activity of the base community. It provides a place for off-duty recreation for 
both officers and their families. This base has been developed sufficiently to 
permit deployment of three tactical units during the past fiscal year. This 
project has not been previously programed due to higher priorities being given 
to other facilities within funding limitations. 

It is, therefore, requested that this item be reinstated in the program, in 
the amount of $185,000. 


Toul Rosieres Airbase, France 


’ 
Line item Flouse House | Requested 
request reduction restoration 





Open mess, non-commissioned officers.............---.----.---- $204, 000 | $204, 000 $204, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The request for an NCO club, $204,000 at Toul Rosieres Airbase in France is 
denied.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


There are no facilities for use as an NCO open mess on this base, other than those 
of a makeshift nature. At this isolated location there are no suitable civilian 
facilities in the area to provide the wholesome recreation needed by assigned 
personnel. Such local civilian recreational facilities as do exist, exercise limited 
sanitary Measures and are not conducive to furthering the high morale and 
standards desired of USAF airmen. The requested NCO open mess will provide 
an appropriate outlet for social and recreational activities for the NCO’s and 
their families. 


It is, therefore, requested that this item be reinstated in the program, in the 
amount of $204,000. 
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Arr Forces 1N Europe, Mippie East 


Faouse request....................f Se a ee $20, 709, 000 
House approved____-___-_-- A ctl a ee eee lw 2 heii en sill ares 13, 715, 000 

FeGuse Teductiow. oe A 6, 994, 000 
Requested restoration. oa See a a eS 6, 994, 000 


Andravida Airbase, Greece 








Line items Tlouse | House Requested 
request reduction restoration 
| 
siminhsaaeenficmied - dinitsnatni wloataclioiedhss énetiaineii = seems -ancteadnatemesieteli aie enhiiesinte ol aceasta 
I I I $195, 000 $195, 000 | $195, 000 
Open mess, noncommissioned officers’__..................----- | 105, 000 | 105, 000 | 105, 000 
| 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“Funds requested for NCO and officers’ clubs at Andravida Air Base, Greece, 
have been deleted * * *” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Andravida is located in a remote section on the west coast of Greece. It is 
a new base requiring construction of all base facilities. A major portion of 
the operational facilities are funded by NATO. The mission of the base requires 
personnel to be separated from their families and home stations for prolonged 
periods of temporary duty at Andravida. The geographic and environmental 
location of this base makes mandatory the provision of all recreational facilities 
normally considered part of an Air Force installation. Community support is 
nonexistent within a radius of 15 miles, and only minimum support can be 
expected in all of Greece, with the exception of Athens. No building exists 
which could be converted for use either permanently or temporarily as an open 
mess activity. A place to relax and enjoy some measure of social activity is 
necessary and must be provided at Andravida. 

It is requested that these 2 items be reinstated in the program in the amounts 
of $195,000 and $105,000, respectively. 











Mainsite 
Line items House House Requested 
request | reduction restoration 
. “ a ce hameewedasatiies e 
Family housing _- asec $.4.Bisi Cais en | $2, 224,000 $2, 224, 000 | $2, 224, 000 
School, dependent eaahiwiiaiod a iash thet chnaiiiaimalaag tie | 500, 000. | 500, 000 | 500, 000 
Commissary jie <nininn wanda keke aenaimnanie nee ie | 125, 000 125, 000 125, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTIONS 


“Funds requested * * * have been deleted as have the requests for family 
housing * * * at certain classified locations in the Middle East.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Air Force unit at this location has a vital intelligence mission. To 
accomplish this mission, the unit has requirements of an unusual nature, as 
follows: 

(a) Clearance of personnel through a comprehensive background investiga- 
tion. 

(b) Lengthy expensive technical training period. 

(c) Requirement for continuity of operations by technically proficient per- 
sonnel. 

It costs the United States Military Establishment approximately $5,000 to 
obtain, clear, train, and deploy to this area a technically qualified operator. 
This activity, because of its requirement to deploy as close to the target area 
as possible, has approximately 85 percent of its operational personnel overseas. 
To assure the maximum retention of personnel, every effort is made to insure a 
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maximum overseas tour. This can only be accomplished when adequate depend- 
ent facilities are available in the overseas areas. 

At this location, no such facilities exist. Because of this inadequacy, the 
established tour at this location is 24 months with dependents and 18 months 
without dependents. The lack of personnel facilities in support of dependents 
has caused sponsors to elect the 18-month tour of duty. Curtailed tours require 
more travel, more training, more costs and less accumulation of skills. It cost 
the United States Government twice as much per man per year to keep an oper- 
ator in an 18-month area as it does to retain him for the full 36-month tour. 
Because of the adverse Overseas/Zone of Interior ratio, this activity cannot 
absorb, except for a very small portion, the returning personnel, nor can other 
commands within the Air Force take full advantage of the peculiar skills that 
these men possess. 

The savings that would accrue with the construction of dependent facilities 
to permit extension of tours to 36 months are obvious. Extended tours mean 
less overall cost to the USAF. However, the most important gain is intelli- 
gence. Experienced men produce more intelligence. An operator achieves an 
experienced status after some 6-8 months of actual on-the-job experience. 
Therefore, the service can expect to receive peak proficiency from the man for a 
maximum of only 10 to 12 months in short-tour areas. If this operator is re- 
tained for an additional 18 months, he is producing at peak experience and pro- 
ficiency during the entire extension. This is equivalent to having almost two 
replacements during the short-tour period. 

The rapid turnover of experienced personnel limits the rapid production of 
intelligence in support of the primary national intelligence objective of early 
warning of imminence of hostilities. This site is one of the most productive 
intelligence sources in the entire national effort. The relatively modest cost of 
dependent housing and facilities at this location is a profitable investment in 
terms of personnel cost savings and improved intelligence production. 

It is requested that this item be reinstated in the program in the amount of 
$2,849,000. 


Sand Bag (classified) 








Line item House House Requested 
request | reduction restoration 
= 5 a Lee 7 | 8 ai 
SN I SII is sige cincdoamninid mckeamdd ener aie este $65, 000 | $65, 000 | $65, 000 








REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“Funds requested * * * have been deleted as have the requests for * * * offi- 
cers’ clubs at certain classified locations in the Middle East.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


All recreational activity at this remote location must be provided on the base. 
No similar activity exists in the area surrounding the installation. This is a new 
base at which all facilities must be constructed. The officers’ open mess project 
should be considered an integral part of the installation. No separate dining 
facility for officers is provided other than that included as part of the open mess 
project. This line item will provide an important facility at modest cost which 
will greatly affect the morale of officers assigned to this remote location. 

It is requested that this item be reinstated in the program in the amount of 
$65,000. 


Site 10 (classified) 






Line items House House Requested 

request reduction restoration 
I NN 6 5s i Rees ehied sd ~ dns sesel $3, 336, 000 $3, 336, 000 $3, 336, 000 
School, dependent- 125, 000 125, 000 125, 000 
Open mess, NCO-._- 177, 000 177, 000 177, 000 


Gynt Gnd. 25220 a 143, 000 | 142, 000 142, 000 


| 
| 
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FAMILY HOUSING 
REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“Funds requested * * * have been deleted as have the requests for family 
housing * * * at certain classified locations in the Middle Bast.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Areas such as the one in which T~-10 is located are not capable of sustaining 
an acceptable family existence. A city located nearby cannot support a large 
number of families. Suitable houses are simply not available. Families pres- 
ently living in the area occupy either 1 of 44 trailers available on the base or 
substandard housing in the city. Suitable dependent school facilities are, of 
course, not available in the local community. Presence of families increases 
overall stability of personnel on the base by reducing the rapid turnover due 
to shorter tours. Increased efficiency and effectiveness through personnel sta- 
bility and high morale are to be expected if it is possible for families to join 
sponsors overseas. Separation of families adversely affects retention of highly 
skilled personnel in the Air Force. As the complexity of weapons systems 
increases, the need for skilled, experienced personnel becomes more urgent. 
Family housing is of utmost importance to the retention of personnel in the 
Air Force. 

It is requested that this item be reinstated in the program in the amount of 
$3,336,000. 

SCHOOL, DEPENDENT 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“Funds requested * * * have been deleted as have the requests for * * * 
dependents facilities * * * at certain classified locations in the Middle East.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Areas such as the one in which T-10 is located are not capable of sustaining 
an acceptable family existence. A city located nearby cannot support a large 
number of families. Suitable schools are simply not available. Presence of 
families increases overall stability of personnel on the base by reducing the 
rapid turnover due to shorter tours. Increased efficiency and effectiveness 
through personnel stability and high morale are to be expected if it is possible 
for families to join sponsors overseas. Separation of families adversely affects 
retention of highly skilled personnel in the Air Force. As the complexity of 
weapons systems increases, the need for skilled personnel in the Air Force 
becomes more urgent. 

It is requested that this item be reinstated in the program in the amount of 
— OFFICER AND NCO OPEN MESSES 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“Funds requested * * * have been deleted as have the request for * * * addi- 
tional NCO and officers’ clubs at certain classified locations in the Middle East.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The existing NCO and officer open messes are converted quonset and butler 
building structures which are too small, poorly equipped, and in need of con- 
stant repair and maintenance. Because of the extremely isolated location of 
this site only a few civilian recreational facilities are available. These facili- 
ties are not suitable by any United States standards of sanitation. Further- 
more, the great differences in habits and customs between the local population 
and the USAF personnel assigned point to the requirement for separate facili- 
ties of this nature to avoid unnecessary exposure to possible function where 
our troops are guests. If the Air Force is to provide safe, clean recreational 
facilities for personnel assigned to isolated locations in areas vastly ‘i ‘ferent 
in ethnic development, the reinstatement of these two open messes will be re- 
quired. 

It is requested that these 2 items be reinstated in the program in the amount of 
$177,000 and $142,000, respectively. 


29525—58 28 
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AIRCRAFT CONTROL AND WARNING, OVERSEAS 


eC ee Fe oe ee eee ania deme es aoe htgpmee $31, 142, 000 
BeOmme Anprevealece—4di cage ea. So tsln—ee espi-4 4 4 betes 29, 003, 000 

SIR WIN Ss sa eh er en ek ae 2, 139, 000 
Boepeoss PON OraIee ee 2, 139, 000 














| | 
Line item | House House Requested 
request | reduction restoration 
| 
oe ee = ae 3 ma eee 
einai Decne: GN oooh s 2 ais Sic cex tation ivaniadnabotae | $713, 000 | 713, 000 | $713, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“The committee has deleted the request for family housing at three of these 
sites.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The family housing requested at Ramore, Saskatoon Mountain, and Sioux 
Lookout Air Stations, AC&W site of the “Pinetree Line,” will accommodate a 
minimum of 27 military personnel (officers and upper grade airmen). These 
personnel are highly skilled radar and communications technicians and must 
be available for operational duty at all times. These items represent specific 
AC&W site requirements similar to the. 434 units which have been constructed 
and 1,914 units which are currently in various stages of design, contract award, 
and construction at approximately 87 AC&W sites within the United States. 
These three Canadian locations were’ selected for the first increment of family 
housing for the “Pinetree Line” on the basis of priority of need, suitability for 
family housing because of the availability of existing community supporting 
facilities, and to provide some measure of adequate living conditions for married 
Air Force personnel in this career field who frequently must serve tours of duty 
outside the United States, 

The personnel problem in the AC&W radar and communications career field 
is acute. Frequent overseas tours of duty, primarily in isolated, cold northern 
areas, are followed by tours in isolated areas in the United States. Short tours 
of duty for married personnel caused by the lack of family housing, create an 
expensive and difficult problem in attracting and retaining the highly skilled 
technical specialists needed, in the cost of training replacement personnel, and 
in maintaining a constant short-term rotational system of duty assignments. 

It is, therefore, requested that the above family housing and associated items 
be reinstated in the program in the amount of $713,000. 


Saskatoon Mountain Air Station, Canada 




















|: 


Line item House House Requested 
request reduction restoration 
thE sancti sees 
Family. housing, dwelling-.--.....-- ia epieaiaie cebtnssa Rodase cae aoa | 713, 000 | 713, 000 $713, 000 


REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION AND JUSTIFICATION 


Note,—The reason for the House action in deleting this item and the justification for 
its reinstatement in the program are the same as for Ramore Air Station, Canada. 


It is, therefore, requested that the above item be reinstated in the program in 
the amount of $713,000. 


Sioux Lookout Air Station, Canada 





Line item House House Requested 
request | reduction | restoration 
| 











casealeebonaetal | Sth 
ra MInNOTININUINNIR UNO i re ences | $713, 000 $713, 000 $713, 000 
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REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION AND JUSTIFICATION 


Notr.—The reason for the House action in deleting this item and the justification for 
its reinstatement in the program are the same as for Ramore Air Station. 


It is, therefore, requested that the above item be reinstated in the program in 
the amount of $713,000. 


TITLE VIII—Hous1ne Support 








TRON aie in cisisciecte ck sctscecssepeeeiiana se euaniaali meetin mae ammecaes $17, 000, 000 
TR CRII TOO is cece een A eeae 16, 800, 000 
EROURG PRRICUO oncieicincccnttennneeneaaeinetgatienatin 200, 000 
Requested Testoratien 2 ne een eee ead keene 200, 000 

Truax Air Force Base, Wis. 

Line item | House House ‘hh-::eminien eimai Requested 

| request reduction restoration 
Lani ant QU). .. gk chine 5 een Jain weit samen | $13, 000, 000 $200, 000 | $200, 000 





REASON FOR HOUSE ACTION 


“* * * and the request for $200,000 for the purchase of land at Truax Air 
Force Base, Wis., for title VIII housing is denied. The land contemplated for 
use appears to be entirely too valuable for a housing site and the Air Force is 
instructed to restudy the location” (p. 25 and 26 H. R. Rept. 2238). 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Air Force request for this item was for off-site utilities to the proposed site 
of the 280-unit title VIII (Capehart) housing project, rather than for the pur- 
chase of land as indicated by House action. It is pointed out that funds have 
been appropriated for the acquisition of the site. 

The selection of this site for the family housing was in the best interests of the 
Air Force because of the savings involved in the development of this property 
compared to the development of other properties considered. 

Under the title VIII authority, the limit of $16,500 per unit includes cost of 
design and inspection, site preparation, utilities, streets, sidewalks, and the 
housing units. This dictates the selection of lands which lend themselves to a 
minimum of site preparation and on-site utility work. These factors are par- 
ticularly important in the Madison, Wis., area where construction costs are higher 
than for comparable housing in more southerly locations. Savings realized in the 
development of the proposed (Swanton) site compared to the development of one 
alternate site at an added cost of approximately $193,000, or the development of a 
second alternate site at an added cost of approximately $63,000, can be applied 
to housing construction costs, thereby insuring that adequate houses are con- 
structed within the $16,500 limitation. There are also certain other less desirable 
features of the two alternate sites which were also taken into consideration. 

Expeditious action in acquiring the site and in starting construction as soon 
as possible is necessary in order to provide occupancy of the housing in October 
1959 to support the scheduled Air Force mission for which this housing is pre- 
dominantly required. Any change in the selection of the site, together with the 
necessary site adaptation redesign, would delay the occupancy of the preject be- 
yond that date. 

In the event that the proposed site is not acquired, and based upon preliminary 
surveys, it is estimated that at least as much money will be required for the pro- 
vision of off-site utilities. Accordingly, it is requested that the amount of $200,- 
000 be restored to this lump-sum title VITI housing support item. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
Minirary Construction, Air NATIONAL GUARD 


(P. 5, line 9) 
1958 appropriation 


INNS nc st os, i ae ee en tag me, eee Bi ek $9, 600, 000 
naan Marmmarttee...... se EP A ee 9, 600, 000 
Sn PG.’ = <== 2c eae rn ts ee ere wwkewewse 9, 600, 000 


(House hearings, p. 26) 


The Department of the Air Force requests the following amendment: 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Page 5, lines 9-17. Strike out the appropriation title and the entire language 
for the proposed appropriation: ‘‘ Military construction, Air Force Reserve forces’’; 
insert in lieu thereof the following appropriation title and language: ‘‘Air National 
Guard, for an additional amount for Air National Guard, $9,600,000: Provided, 
That funds appropriated under this head shall be available for construction, 
acquisition, expansion, rehabilitation, and conversion of facilities for the training 
and administration of the Air National Guard, as authorized by chapter 133 of 
title 10, United States Code, as amended, and such additional projects as may 
be authorized by law during the session of the 85th Congress.” 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The proposed amendment will restore the existing appropriation structure as 
to the Air Force appropriations: ‘‘ Military construction and Air National Guard.” 
This restoration will be accomplished as follows: 

(1) By eliminating the provision of language for the proposed new appro- 
priation; 

(2) By providing funds for Reserve forces construction under the appropria- 
tion: ‘Military construction, Air Foree’’; and 

(3) By providing funds for construction for the Air National Guard, under the 
appropriation: ‘“‘Air National Guard.” 

Appropriation of construction funds for these purposes will then be as originally 
requested by the Air Force, including the required appropriation language. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The House committee report states: 

“The committee has approved the budget estimate of $9,600,000 for the Air 
National Guard and has also approved the funding program requested in the 
amount of $11,693,000. 

“The committee has also approved the funding program and budget estimates 
requested in the amount of $4,550,000 for the Air Force Reserve program. These 
funds have been combined with those approved for the Air National Guard into 
one appropriation item for construction for the Reserve components of the Air 
Force. This is similar to the appropriation structure for Naval and Army Re- 
serve components. A detailed list of the stations involved in these programs will 
be found at the end of the report.” 


HOUSE ACTION 


The House approved the committee action. 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


H. R. 13489 as presently written creates a new appropriation entitled “Military 
construction, Air Force Reserve forces.’”’ The Air Sorat does not agree that this 
change in the appropriation structure will serve to the best interest of the Air 
Force Reserve, the Air National Guard, or the United States Air Force. On the 
contrary, it is envisaged that such a change in the funding would create certain 
funding problems, particularly as pertains to the Air National Guard because of 
the legal peculiarity of its structure. 

The Air Force feels very strongly that the establishment of a separate appro- 
priation which would include funds for facilities for both the Air Reserve and 
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the Air National Guard would be a backward step. We have been working 
toward the optimum utilization of funds which is possible under existing laws 
and procedures, and therefore oppose the imposition of any legal or administrative 
requirement for the further subdivision of funds. 

The inclusion of construction funds in the Air National Guard appropriation 
has proved most satisfactory, as can be attested by the outstanding results 
achieved to date. In view of the Federal-State status of the Air National Guard, 
which includes split funding agreements, and in all cases the construction of 
facilities on State or municipally owned property, it is considered not only appro- 
priate but also sound from a financial management point of view to retain the 
existing budget structure. 

The construction requirements of the Reserve forces are an integral part of 
the total Air Force requirements, and as such must be kept in consonance with 
the requirements of the regular establishment. The determination of require- 
ments, the securing of supporting authorizations and appropriations, and the 
schedule of accomplishing military construction for both the Regular and Reserve 
forces, are based on the force structure objectives of wartime planning and 
peactime programing. The present budget structure and related functional 
structures are designed to insure a well-balanced and properly phased progression 
toward achieving our objectives. 

The consolidation of Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard construction 
under one appropriation would immediately cause confusion as to the adminis- 
tration, supervision, and operation of such an appropriation. The Air National 
Guard construction program in many instances is executed in close coordination 
with the States and on either State or municipally owned real estate. This 
phase alone requires the closest of coordination and a full appreciation of the 
fiscal procedures as they apply to the individual States. In view of this legal 
affiliation the Air Force must possess maximum flexibility and the ability to 
take funding actions on a timely basis in order to support this program on a suc- 
cessful basis. This can best be achieved by retaining all funds appropriated in the 
support of the Air National Guard under the one appropriation that peeeene 
exists. Sections 106, 107, and 708 of title 32, United States Code, will support 
this opinion. 

The Air National Guard program must be supported and managed as a com- 
plete entity in itself and not as subdivisions thereof. The need for flexibility 
in this program is evident by the fact the Air National Guard has no control 
whatsoever over the conversion of units to later type aircraft and/or related 
weapon systems. This is determined by the Air Force and directly related to the 
modernization of the regular establishment inventory. Many of those conver- 
sions are made on short notice due to variation in production schedules, changes 
in force structure, etc. Only through the management of the Air National Guard 
program as it presently exists can such changes be accommodated. 

The most important single factor in the past success of the Air National 
Guard program which we all recognize, has been the fact that it was funded by 
a separate appropriation. Thus, its unique circumstances could be studied and 
reviewed separately at all levels. Further, it has enabled the Air Force to 
clearly record with the Congress the achievements in managing the funds appro- 
priated for the support of this important element of the Air Force. 

In view of the above, it is urgently requested that funds for each of the Air 
Reserve forces be appropriated under the funding structure that currently exists. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEeTION 612—PURCHASE OF LAND 
(P. 8, line 24) 


(House hearings, none) 


The Department of Defense requests the following amendment: 

Page 8, line 24: Delete section 612, which reads as follows: 

“Sec. 612. No part of the funds provided in this Act shall be used for purchase 
of land or land easements in excess of 110 per centum of the value as determined 
by the Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of Yards and Docks, except where there 
is a determination of value by a Federal court.” 
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EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The requested amendment will allow the Department of Defense to continue 
to acquire land or land easements in a businesslike manner at the most advan- 
tageous price to the Government without recourse to condemnation proceedings 
as authorized by section 2663 (c) of title 10, United States Code. 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The proposed section represents a complete reversal of the policy reflected in 
section 2663 (c) of title 10, United States Code, which gives the Secretary of 
each military department complete discretion to contract for or buy any interest 
in land, at such price as the owner may fix, so long as the Secretary considers 
the price to be reasonable. It is absolutely essential that this discretion be un- 
impaired in order to insure effective negotiation and prevent widespread con- 
demnations. It is the opinion of this office that enactment of section 612 would 
greatly increase the number of condemnations, since few landowners will enter 
into negotiated settlements where the price they can obtain is so strictly limited. 

In the past few years a concerted effort has been made by the Department of 
Defense, the Department of Interior, the Atomic Energy Commission, the Gen- 
eral Services Administration, and other land-acquiring agencies, in cooperation 
with the Department of Justice, to reduce as far as possible the number of 
condemnation proceedings through the use of more effective and intelligent 
negotiation methods. The results of this program have been highly encouraging, 
and the number of negotiated purchases now exceeds the number of condemna- 
tions rather than the reverse, as was formerly the case. The new trend has 
brought with it a reduction in the length of time required for landowners to 
receive payment, and a consequent improvement in the public-relations aspects 
of the land acquisition program. 

The condemnation process is so slow that it now takes, on the average, about 
28 months from the initiation of a condemnation suit to the final judgment, and 
an additional 20 months to final distribution. Besides being considerably 
slower than negotiation, condemnation is substantially more expensive, and 
awards are regularly higher than appraisals. 

The undesirability of forcing cases into condemnation is even more clearly 
evident in the vast number of acquisitions which involve relatively small in- 
terests of negligible value. Under the proposed section, if the value of a par- 
ticular easement is appraised at $100, for example, it would be possible for the 
military to offer $110, and if this offer were not accepted condemnation would 
be necessary, whereas it might be extremely desirable to effect a negotiated 
purchase at a cost of $120 or $125 merely in order to avoid the heavy expense 
of condemnation. 

Furthermore, since the section would apply only to acquisitions funded from 
this appropriation, the Department of Defense would be in the untenable position 
of negotiating on different bases for land acquisition, depending upon whether 
the acquisition was to be funded from this appropriation, civil works appro- 
priations, or other appropriations not subject to these conditions. 


HOUSE REPORT 
None. 


NoONRECLAMA ITEMS 


Senator Cnavez. Also at this point I shall insert a list of items for 
which the Department of Defense is not requesting any appeal from 
the action of the House in making certain reductions. 
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(The list referred to follows:) 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 


The Army is submitted a reclama including all of the items deleted by the 
House in Report No. 2238 accompanying H. R. 13489. 


Military construction, Navy non-reclama items, fiscal year 1959 





























| 
Base Item Amount 

(thousands) 

! 
NAAS, Meridian, Miss_-...._-- ‘ ‘ I ain aie een aiiintak tects bie $1, 313 
NAAS, New Iberia, La....-- alii Parachute shop-.--. 7 25 
NAS, Alameda, ( alif_- ae _..| Rehabilitation building No. 77__..-._-----__- 88 
NAS, Lemoore, Calif. ‘ | General reduction for 22 line items_--.-.-..---- 2, 000 
NC AF, Re AR, a ae ee | Aircraft parking apron...-..........-.-.-..-..- 104 
NCAF, Santa Ana, Calif. - a sister “ nas nincikeeniiintnaiielanal 239 
NS, Adak, Alaska Family housing. 3, 660 
NAS, Cubi Point, Philippine Islands_.-. | Aircraft bombardment and mining range, in- 29 

cluding land aequisition. 

MCRD, San Diego, Calif..._........ a FN IB. « nih Keatiternteciet nnn cons saan 1, 041 
Total_.___- : ; acid cdaels Lines dela Bla a SG 8, 549 

' 

Military construction, Air Force non-reclama items, fiscal year 1959 
Base Item Amount 
| (thousands) 
atinacesielplsasihccei tila tee LET 555 ee Eat SS Sores ee ie Salles 
Air Force Academy, Colo---.-- eee | Lump sum..__- ee aa aed $1, 000 
Lowry AFB, Denver, Colo. North American Air Defense Command, 5, 000 
various facilities. 

McConnell AFB, Sedgwick, Kans__- a ee ee 1, 858 
Hunter AFB, Chatham, Ga Swimming pool, officer__._-- 7 ae 160 
Philadelphia, Pa Joint missile defense center. connate 4, 565 
Andersen AFB, Guam_. Gymnasium. -.- Reds Hassall 512 
Torrejon AFB, Spain___- ee a aptsimtenestin att tmmeesieble 448 
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio_-- Body fluid lab__. ee aa 500 
Ernest Harmon AFB, Newfoundland. - Fs amily housing (196 units) -- _.| 6, 958 
Minor construction. Baran aeiith 22 bdcu sk. bitledize : a 2, 000 
Elisworth AFB, Rapid City, S. Dak Commissary. .-....-... STS ees 310 
Castle AFB, Merced, Calif Scene ‘ cnmecgeed 395 
Westover AFB, Hampden, Mass-. oé ent ‘ : eee 400 
eit cag te cts} <ceettgt prio snd ead entities cating cinta tinea een elias 24, 106 


Detroit ARSENAL, CENTER LINE, MICH. 


(See p. 183) 


COMMAND HEADQUARTERS BUILDING ORDNANCE TANK-AUTOMOTIVE COMMAND 


The proposed relocation of the Ordnance Tank-Automotive Command from 
1501 Beard Street, in the city of Detroit, to a new and modern office building to 
be constructed at the Detroit Arsenal, offers direct and tangible economies which 
the Government can ill afford to postpone. 

For several years it has been clearly apparent that correction of building 
deficiencies is imperative. Over a period of 2 years, exhaustive studies have 
been conducted by the Ordnance Corps, with technical assistance of the Corps 
of Engineers and coordination with other military services and the General 
Services Administration, to assure selection of the most logical, economical, and 
operationally practical solution to a complex and harrowing facilities problem. 

Statement of the problem is simple. The Ordnance Tank-Automotive Com- 
mand is now housed, inadequately and unsuitably, in a converted stove factory 
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over 40 years of age. In addition to its basic unsuitability for the present purpose, 
this property has reached a critical stage of deterioration, despite vigorous and 
inordinately costly repair and maintenance effort. The alternatives are: either 
to make further major expenditures in the immediate future upon the present 
facility, merely to postpone the most serious elements of deterioration and assure 
safety of the occupants, or to relocate the command and dispose of the Beard 
Street property as advantageously as possible under the circumstances. The 
first alternative would be most improvident. Relocation is the only acceptable 
solution. 

Having reached this basic conclusion, studies were initiated to determine a 
sound and economical plan of relocation. The site to be chosen must be in the 
metropolitan Detroit area, the heart of the national automotive industry, because 
co-location with the administrative, research and development, production and 
marketing center of the industry is essential to the command’s mission. Location 
of the command elsewhere would mean that large numbers of its key personnel 
would be constantly on travel status in the Detroit area, a wasteful condition in 
dollar cost and in loss of effectiveness of the personnel concerned. 

Exhaustive studies were made seeking, first, existing Government-owned facil- 
ities into which the command might be moved., Competent engineers and ord- 
nance planning personnel soon recognized that the most potentially usable facility 
was the former Naval Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant, Center Line, Mich., a 
permanent production facility in excellent state of repair, formerly used to produce 
naval weapons. A detailed engineering and planning study was undertaken. It 
is significant that the personnel making this study fully expected it to result in an 
affirmative finding. When completed, the study was analyzed, and the results 
were presented in comprehensive briefings before the Chief of Ordnance, the 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Logis- 
tics), and finally on the 15th of August, 1957, to the Secretary of the Army. 

The study disclosed that conversion of the plant buildings to usable administra- 
tive space would be costly, and the resulting facility a questionable hybrid. 
Although too large for our purpose, the unused portions would be unattractive to 
potential buyers or lessees. The area would require operation as a separate facil- 
ity, with independent maintenance, utilities operation, security and fire protection, 
and the like. A potentially valuable production facility, salable as an entity, 
would have been lost in the conversion. 

After searching consideration and discussion, it was the conviction of all con- 
cerned that the most economical and sound course for the Government to take 
was to construct a suitable, modern office building on land available at the De- 
troit Arsenal. All other alternatives, including use of other Government instal- 
lations, would be more costly, even on a relatively short-term investment basis. 
Leasing administrative space, operationally undesirable, costly at best in Detroit 
where such space is at a premium, was not even possible, since the General Serv- 
ices Administration and the Corps of Engineers could find no suitable space 
available to rent. 

Studies of the proposed move to a new building at Detroit Arsenal disclose 
major savings to be realized. By consolidation of service, support and security 
activities with those already in existence at the arsenal, we can reduce our support 
personnel by 175 employees. This, together with other operational economies, 
will generate direct savings of $900,000 per year. Repairs and deferred mainte- 
nance and improvement necessary to continued occupancy of the Beard Street 
building, estimated at over $1,250,000, can essentially all be saved, and the 
building sold, returning an estimated $917,000 to the Treasury. The command, 
whose mission is inevitably closely related to that of Detroit Arsenal, will reach 
a degree of effectiveness, efficiency and operational economy which is utterly 
unattainable at its present location. Thus the construction cost of the new 
building will be repaid, in tangible savings, in less than 6 years after occupancy. 
This is sound, provident planning. 

The preceding comments cover only the highlights of the considerations, facts 
and justifications which led to this proposal. It is the firm belief of the Army 
that all pertinent factors have been weighed carefully by top command, man- 
agement, and secretarial personnel of the Department. Deferral of construction 
can serve only to increase ultimate cost. 

It is strongly urged that the committee give this proposal its firm support, in 
order that the project may be reinstated and funded in fiscal year 1959, to speed 
the day when the resultant savings and operational improvements may begin 
paying a return on the investment. 
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ReGarpDInac ArMy Map Service Buiupine No, 8 


(See p. 184.) 


Building No. 8 is required at Army Map Service to correct deficiencies and to 
make possible the accomplishment of a new high priority mission. The deficiencies 
to be corrected are: 

(a) Overcrowding. Some elements of Army Map Service work in such crowded 
conditions that space available per individual is as low as 46 square feet. 

(b) The collection of source materials for mapping and geodesy projects must 
be maintained in such a manner that material is easily accessible and can be 
provided with considerable speed to the operator. The collections of material 
must be maintained convenient to the technical experts who must analyze them and 
employ them in production. 

(c) The high quality lithographic negatives which represent the basic manu- 
script from which the maps are printed must be properly maintained in a systematic 
library filing system. This library of manuscript material must be rapidly ac- 
cessible since it is impossible to forecast with any degree of certainty areas for 
which maps will be required to support airborne force movement anywhere in the 
world. Current space limitation makes impossible the proper maintenance of this 
reproduction material. 

(d) The Relief Map Division is inadequately housed in improvised space. 
With the increasing importance of airborne activities and the criticality of terrain 
for successful airborne operations, plastic relief maps are becoming increasingly 
important. 

The provision of the new building will correct these deficiencies by providing 
more space so that the overcrowding can be alleviated. The operational man- 
agement of projects can be more efficiently planned and techniques modernized 
so that waste motion can be decreased to a minimum; space will be made available 
for maintaining reproduction manuscripts on the sensitive areas of the world 
instantly available where they can be maintained with the latest data posted 
ready for printing, and the Relief Map Division can be housed in a planned area 
so that its efficiency can be increased. 

The problem of overcrowding at Army Map Service has been carefully studied 
and it is conservatively estimated that between $350,000 and $500,000 a year 
will be saved by improved efficiency when this new building is made available. 

The new mission referred to above is a mission involving the exploitation and 
evaluation of intelligence being collected at considerable expense and risk. The 
efficient analysis of this new data is directly applicable to the efficient utilization 
of long-range missiles. In addition to basic engineer intelligence, it will contribute 
measurably to the knowledge of the direction and distance from launchers to 
potential targets. Further, it is conservatively estimated that considerable 
money can be saved by the knowledge which will become available through this 
intelligence source. These moneys will be saved by more efficient Defense plan- 
ning and the possibility of eliminating certain contingencies which now must be 
allowed for because of unknown factors. Equipment necessary for the expolita- 
tion of this intelligence has been approved for procurement and will be available 
in less than a year. Sufficient personnel have been authorized. 

This building can be built within the funds requested. Final plans can be 
completed and construction started by May 1, 1959. If funds are not provided 
at this session of Congress for this construction, as much as a full year’s delay 
may result. The actual cost of this delay in the mapping mission as mentioned 
above has been estimated to be in the neighborhood of $350,000 to $500,000 for 
l year. It is difficult to evaluate the cost and possible risk that delay in exploita- 
tion of this new intelligence source may cause. 

This building will increase the efficiency of Army Map Service in its mapping 
and intelligence operation but will not replace or decrease the amount of work 
being placed with private contractors. The actual result of this building will 
permit the Government to get more maps and better maps for money expended. 
Only a small portion of the overall worldwide mapping requirement has been met. 
There is no possibility that the increased capacity of Army Map Service would 
in itself decrease the amount of work being contracted. 

The elimination of this building from the military construction program by the 
House committee was believed to have been done in good faith in that in its 
comments the committee stated it withheld funds from the building because fina] 
design had not been completed and therefore final cost figures were not available. 
In general, this building is a standard building not involving any unusual features 
which would cause the engineer estimate to be in error. The mission and planned 
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use of the building is firm. There will be no change which will change cost figures. 
In view of the above factors, it is recommended that the necessary funds for this 
building be reinstated in the military construction appropriation. 





STATEMENT WitTH REGARD TO THE NEED FOR THE CoLD REGIONS ENGINEERING 
LABORATORY 


(See p. 186.) 


Our interests in Arctic matters is growing to the point where this region is 
vitally important to our national defenses. Here, we have boundaries contiguous 
with the U.S.8. R. The Soviet Union is engaged in a systematic buildup of its 
only ocean lane from west to east; its northern sea route. They are extending 
rail connections to their northern shore, they have built scores of paved airfields, 
some rivaling our best, along this coast line. They have more than 100 cold 
region observatories, some on islands in the Arctic Ocean. They have made over 
600 landings on the north polar sea ice and probably even on our shores. They 
have demonstrated an ability to infiltrate into and thereby fill the Aretic void. 

We, on the other hand, have built a series of isolated strong points such as 
Thule, Goose Bay, and Ladd, which take on a distressing degree of vulnerability 
under either missile or infiltration attacks. To relieve this situation and to further 
exploit the Arctic to our strategic advantage, the approach has been to learn to 
live, build, operate and fight in the regions of permanent cold where snow ice and 
frozen ground remain structurally competent and are adequate for foundations 
and as indigenous materials of construction. These are the glaciated regions of 
the north of which Greenland is an outstanding example. Furthermore, this 
island is a strong salient into the Arctic basin which sits astride of Arctic missile 
routes and will be as Damocles sword to that nation not having its control. 

Basic in this approach is an overtone of interest in the physical, engineering, 
and structural properties of snow, ice, and permanently frozen ground. The 
United States Army Corps of Engineers has operated two laboratories for the 
purpose of (a) conducting the investigations specifically needed for the design 
and construction of foundations for pavements, buildings, and other facilities, 
already built or under construction, and (b) investigating the physical properties 
of snow, ice, and frozen ground as basic information needed to develop a capacity 
to build, live, and operate in Arctic regions. 

The Corps’ two laboratories were established to satisfy a unique need, which 
even today no other laboratories in the free world can satisfy. The other services 
nor any universities have either personnel or facilities to this work, or can the 
hardware testing facilities such as those at Eglin Field, Fla., Big Delta, Alaska, 
or Fort Churchill, Canada, be so employed. When these corps laboratories were 
established a decade or more ago, there was no precedent as guidance, and there 
was no way to gage the future importance of Arctic matters. The growth of 
interest has caused our patchwork of rented and makeshift facilities to become 
woefully inadequate. Because of the dual setup, the present inadequate facilities 
and the growing and vital need, the corps wants to combine its organizations into 
a new and adequate facility. 

Last year we came to the Congress and received an appropriation for this new 
facility. Unfortunately this request was based upon an estimate prepared on 
a unit price per square-foot basis 3 years previous. Although the architect, 
Burns & Roe, was preparing detailed plans and specifications, a more exact 
estimate was not then available. Shortly after this action by the Congress the 
estimate became available and it was apparent that the work could not result in a 
useful facility within the authorized amount. Three reasons for the increase 
were: The complexity of the refrigeration equipment which was estimated on an 
oversimplified basis, added cost of bringing power to the site, and the rise in 3 
years of construction costs. The construction was not started. The additional 
request is now based upon a detailed estimate prepared by the architect and 
represents the gist that can be made available prior to taking bids. Plans are 
finalized and bids will be solicited as soon as the Congress makes funds available. 

Should these funds not become available some measures will need be found to 
combine and relocate both existing laboratories into a single improvised facility. 
If one considers the costs of move to and adaption of larger rented quarters, a new 
facility is probably more economical and certainly more efficacious in the long 
run. In addition, one must consider the lot of scientists, engineers, and helpers, 
many of whom withstand the rigors of polar work in the summer to return to near 
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squalid conditions in the winter. In recent months several otherwise dedicated 
and highly skilled people have been lured by better working conditions into other 
fields and without an increase in salary. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
(See p. 188.) 
Miuitary Construction, Army (SigNaL OvEersEas) 


ACAN GATEWAY STATION—CLASSIFIED OVERSEAS 


Reclama 
Authorization appropriation 
perenne, SONG BONG its eink ciidi cs boa $4, 635, 000 $4, 635, 000 


1. The Joint Gateway radio station proposed for use by the Army, Navy, and 
the Army Security Agency in the classified overseas area with interconnection 
and cross-service facilities for the Air Force is the only possible practical answer 
to the vulnerability and lack of capacity of the existing communications facilities 
to the unified and joint commands. The present limited communications facilities 
in the areas of the unified and joint commands are in the likely path of a ground 
attack and because of their proximity to potential enemy territory, they are highly 
vulnerable to communications jamming. The vulnerability of the present sites 
is indicated in the Top Secret emergency operations plans of the area commander. 
After the activation of the Gateway Station, the communications activities at the 
unified and joint commands would be scaled down making the Gateway the 
communications entree to the land mass concerned. 

2. The loss of the use of the facilities at the commands would leave the United 
States forces in the area without an adequate entree into the global communica- 
tions system. As a result, the command would not have the necessary communi- 
cations with DOD and the JCS and the loss would reduce the command control 
of forces deployed as special mission task forces over some distances. 

3. The Gateway station will provide the needed reliable high-speed communi- 
cations support of the United States forces in the area. Neither the Navy nor 
the Air Force communications in contiguous areas have the capacity nor the 
interconnection capability of meeting the requirement of this station. This is 
evident by the other services planning to co-locate at the Gateway site. 

4. Unless this facility is provided, the United States could well find itself out 
of communication with the United States forces in an emergency. 

5. Status of the Gateway station: 

(a) In January 1958 the Chief of Engineers allocated $100,000 to the con- 
struction agency for preliminary construction design of the station. Because 
standard designs will be used for almost all construction with the exception of 
the specialized technical buildings (transmitters, receivers, and Comm. Center 
buildings), much of the design work had already been completed by the con- 
struction agency. The agency has been proceeding with the remaining construc- 
tion design since January of this year. 

(b) In June 1958 a technical survey for specific sites in the area was completed 
and negotiations with the foreign government for base rights are about to be 


started under conditions which are considered to be favorable by the United 
States Embassy. 





PROCEDURE FOR PROGRAMING AND PRocESSING CoNSTRUCTION PROJECTS 
(See p. 237.) 


The procedure for programing and processing construction projects for the 
Reserve forces is about a 2-year cycle and it is slightly different for the Army 
Reserve and the National Guard. The National Guard procedure will be dis- 
cussed first. 

1. Project and program development: 

(a) Based on units tendered to and accepted by a State, when a unit assigned 
to a specific community has a minimum actual paid drill strength of 50 percent 
of tables of organization. The State adjutant general initiates a request for con- 
struction of an armory, with a certification of availability of a site and matching 
funds, to the National Guard Bureau, Department of the Army for consideration. 
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Procurement of matching funds and of armory sites is frequently the responsi- 
bility of the local unit and the local community. Before forwarding by the 
adjutant general, however, the request is reviewed by the State reserve facilities 
board, consisting of representatives of all the armed services, for joint construc- 
tion and/or joint utilization possibilities with any other Reserve component. 

(b) National Guard armory projects submitted by the States are viewed in de- 
tail at the Department of the Army level by the National Guard Bureau. Those 
found to meet requirements under published criteria of the Department of the 
Army as approved by the Department of Defense, and of the most urgency, are 
selected for programing within funds available for obligation during the fiscal 
year. Flexibility is obtained by some overprograming in order that another 
approved project may be funded should deferral or a project occur due to unfore- 
seen circumstances. The National Guard Bureau determines the urgency of 
need between the several States; projects for a particular State are programed 
in the order of priority established by the State. When programs have been 
drawn up, the projects included are reviewed further by the Department of the 
Army and coordinated with the Departments of the Navy and Air Force relative 
to the possibility of joint construction and/or joint utilization. 

(c) The next step is forwarding of the annual program for approval of the 
Department of Defense. Review is again made to insure maximum joint con- 
struction and/or utilization and compliance with published criteria, after which, 
according to procedure prior to fiscal year 1959, programs were forwarded for 
consultation with congressional Armed Services Committees. In fiseal year 
1959, however, at the suggestion of the Armed Services Committees (S. Rept. 
No. 979 and H. Rept. No. 696, 85th Cong., 1st sess.), the Department of Defense 
has included the new projects in the annual authorization and appropriation 
requests on a line item basis. Projects previously authorized by the consultation 
process retain their approved standing until July 1, 1960. 

(d) Armories built under provisions of Public Law 783, 8lst Congress, as 
amended, which will remain in effect for line-item authorizations, are funded 
75 percent by the Federal Government on the basis of the approved space cri- 
teria and construction standards. In addition to its 25 percent share, the State 
provides the real estate when the State exceeds the established criteria, such as 
providing for additional community use and participation, 100 percent of such 
excess cost is paid by the State. The Federal Government does, however, pay 
100 percent of nonarmory supporting facilities such as storage, administrative, 
maintenance and outdoor training areas. 

2. Funding: 

(a) Appropriations received through the Department of Defense from the 
Congress are applied to the approved and authorized list of projects, formerly 
authorized by consultation now by line item, with flexible overprograming, to 
permit funds to be effectively utilized. 

(b) Apportionment. 

1, Projects authorized and appropriated for must have funds apportioned for 
them by the Bureau of the Budget. This is when designs are complete and funds 
for construction are necessary. At this time the participating strength is again 
reviewed to assure 2 minimum of 50 percent of the authorized strength of the units 
for a National Guard armory. After funds are apportioned, there may be expendi- 
ture controls such as were deemed necessary in fiscal year 1958, which could limit 
obligations. 

2. There are several reasons which may cause deferral of construction of an 
authorized project, particularly on National Guard armories. The State matching 
funds may lapse prior to approval for construction, or State appropriation action 
may require the State adjutant general to change the priority of his State’s 
projects. Should such deferral occur, the project is replaced by another from 
within the overprogramed list with the approval of OSD and BOB. Many of these 
changes are within apportionment flexibility permitted by BOB. 

3. Contracts: In National Guard armories, contracts are let by the respective 
States under the laws of the States, and the State designates the contracting officer. 
The National Guard Bureau has responsibility to review contracts and approve 
them before Federal funds may be obligated. 

The procedures for construction of Army Reserve centers are as follows: 

1. Project and program development: 

(a) Based on units assigned to a Reserve center in a specific community with an 
assigned strength of 25 percent of the design capacity of the proposed center, the 
United States Army Corps (Reserve) Headquarters may initiate a request for 
construction. This request is forwarded through the respective ZI Army com- 
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mands to the Department of the Army, Chief of Army Reserve and ROTC 
Affairs, for consideration. The project is processed through the respective State 
Reserve forces facilities boards for the consideration of joint construction and/or 
utilization with other services or Reserve components as in the case of the National 
Guard armory projects. 

(b) Reserve center projects are reviewed by the Chief of Army Reserve and 
ROTC Affairs, Department of the Army, to determine whether they meet pub- 
lished criteria, and the most urgent are selected for programing within the funds 
available for the fiscal year. Overprograming is permitted to allow fund flexi- 
bility and efficient use of funds. When the program is drawn up it is further 
coordinated by the Department of the Army and with the Departments of the 
Navy and Air Force relative to the possibility of joint construction and/or util- 
ization prior to approval by the Department of Defense and the Congress. 

2. Real estate acquisition: 

Site selection is normally initiated at the time the proposed program is ap- 
proved by the Department of the Army. Sites are selected by representatives 
of the United States Army Corps (Reserve). The final site is approved by 
the zone of interior army prior to acquisition. Priority for consideration of site is 
as follows: 

(a) Use of existing Government-owned land. 

(b) Donation from local sources. 

(c) Nominal long-term lease from local sources. 

(d) Purchase. 

In the interest of good public relations, it is the intent of Department of the 
Army to solicit the support of the responsible municipal officials concerned in 
connection with site selection and acquisition. Current directives require 
zone of interior army commanders to coordinate proposed real estate acquisition 
with those responsible officials prior to the issuance of a real estate directive. 

3. Funding and apportionment: 

Procedure for funding and apportionment is essentially the same for a Reserve 
center as it is for the Federal participation in National Guard armory projects. 
The apportionment request includes those approved projects having a partici- 
pating strength at least 50 percent of the design capacity of the proposed center. 
The apportionment request includes those approved projects which can be funded 
within available appropriations and a limited number of additional approved 
projects which may be used as substitutes for funded projects in the event of 
casualties resulting from nonavailability of a suitable site, local opposition, 
and other unanticipated delays. These additional projects afford the Depart- 
ment of the Army necessary flexibility in the administration and execution of 
the construction program. 

4. Contracts: The Army Reserve center contracts are awarded by the United 
States Army district engineer contracting officer. The cost is borne 100 percent 
by the Federal Government, although in some cases community participation 
occurs to the extent of land donation. 


COMMITTEE RECESS 


Senator Cuavez. This concludes the hearings for the morning. It 
concludes the Navy witnesses and we will meet again tomorrow morn- 
ing at 10 o’clock and have the Air Force. 

(Whereupon, at 12:50 p. m., Friday, August 8, 1958, the committee 
adjourned, to reconvene at 10 a. m., Saturday, August 9, 1958.) 
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SATURDAY, AUGUST 9, 1958 


Unitep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
F—39, the Capitol, Hon. Dennis Chavez (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 


Present: Senators Chavez, Hayden, Robertson, Stennis, Bridges, 
Smith, and Dworshak. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


STATEMENTS OF HON. JAMES H. DOUGLAS, SECRETARY OF THE 
AIR FORCE; LYLE S. GARLOCK, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE 
AIR FORCE (FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT); JOHN N. FERRY, 
SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR INSTALLATIONS; BRIG. GEN. WIL- 
LIAM E. RENTZ, DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF INSTALLATIONS, DCS/0; 
BRIG. GEN. JAMES B. KNAPP, DIRECTOR OF INSTALLATIONS, 
STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND; COL. MELVIN T. EDMONDS, DI- 
RECTORATE OF INSTALLATIONS, DCS/O; LEWIS E. TURNER, 
DIRECTORATE OF BUDGET, COMPTROLLER; COL. GUY H. GOD- 
DARD, DIRECTORATE OF INSTALLATIONS, DSC/0; COL. ASH- 
TON JONES, UNITED STATES AIR FORCE ACADEMY 


STATEMENT OF THE SECRETARY 


Senator Cuavez. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Secretary, you know what your statement contains. It you 
feel that you would like to have it inserted in the record and then 
highlight it, you may do that, or would you prefer to read it? 

Secretary Dovuatas. I will follow any procedure that you suggest, 
sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Possibly you had better read it. 

Secretary Dovue.as. I think I would really rather like to read the 
statement, because it brings out pretty well the rather difficult 
situation we find ourselves in, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. That is all right, 

Secretary Dougias. Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, it is my pleasure to present the Air Force, Air Reserve, and 
Air National Guard military construction appropriation programs for 
fiscal year 1959. Our concern for the military security of our Nation, 
imposes an exacting requirement for the most careful selection of 
construction projects in these three programs to obtain maximum 
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effective strength of assigned forces. Careful reviews of these pro- 
grams have reduced our appropriation requests to a hard core of 
needs to meet current deficiencies in facilities for Air Force missions. 


NEW OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY 


For the fiscal year 1959, the Air Force requests new obligational 
authority of $991.9 million under the appropriation: ‘Military con- 
struction,’ and funding approval for construction projects which 
total $1,131,522,000; also, the Air Force requests an amount for the 
appropriation: “Air National Guard” in the amount of $9,600,000, 
and funding approval for construction projects which total $11,037,000. 

I am very much concerned over the effect of the House action on 
the Air Force request for funding approval and new obligating au- 
thority for ‘Military construction” in fiscal year 1959. For this 
reason, I will limit my discussion to a summation of the effect of 
that action. Detailed reclamas have been prepared and will be 
presented. This method of presentation is contrary to my normal 
practice wherein I choose to discuss the major components of the 
program itself. However, the effect of the House action on our pro- 
gram is such as to warrant this unusual procedure. 

Following my statement, General Rentz will present in such detail 
as the committee requests the construction requirements included 
in our fiscal year 1959 military construction program. We shall be 
pleased to respond to any questions that the committee may care 
to ask. 

HOUSE ACTION 


Our funding program and accompanying request for new obligating 
authority were cut $229 million and $300 million, respectively. It is 
important to note that although the House cut $300 million in new 
obligating authority, only $229 million was identified with specific 
construction projects. Thus, $71 million was reduced without expla- 
nation. Also, the fact is that $90 million was deleted from the most 
critical and urgent of all programs; namely, construction for inter- 
continental ballistic missiles. Failure to provide funding clearance 
and appropriation for this program postpones the operational useful- 
ness of the missiles now being produced on an accelerated basis. For 
these and other equally important considerations which I will discuss 
more fully, we request full restoration of the original amount of new 
obligating authority; that is, the $991.9 million, and restoration of 
funding clearance for projects to undertake a program estimated at 
$1,132 million. 

Acceptance of the House action would have seriously damaging 
effects on the overall Air Force program. These effects can be simply 
categorized under seven headings. I have mentioned two of these. 

1. An operational missile weapon system which is of the highest 
priority, would be subject to serious delay by the deletion of the $90 
million required for construction at points of deployment. 

2. Appropriation of a less than normal proportion of funds to the 
total of projects approved imposes an additional cut. The amount 
of this unexplained reduction approximates $71 million. 

3. Operational concepts for employment of the manned aircraft and 
the BOMARC missile weapon systems would be seriously affected. 
The House action would revise these concepts under the rule of thumb 
that additional construction to support manned aircraft at bases 





eee 








MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 441 


scheduled for BOMARC deployment is unwarranted. The corres- 
ponding project deletions amount to $7.5 million. 

4. The deletion of support facilities on overseas bases, primarily in 
the areas of family housing and other related essential facilities. The 
associated dollar reduction is $45 million. 

5. The loss of replacement facilities for personnel, which were 
already at a very low level in the basic estimate, in the amount of 
$22.2 million, on the erroneous premise that these requests were ‘‘desir- 
able’ but not essential. 

6. Denial of many other urgently required facilities on the basis that 
detailed advance plans and specifications have not been completed. 
This denial disregards the requirement to accelerate many projects 
into fiscal year 1959 which were earlier programed for fiscal year 1960. 

7. The cancellation of either high priority projects initially ap- 
proved and funded under the fiscal year 1958 supplemental military 
construction program as a matter of urgency, or the cancellation of 
a large part of the fiscal year 1959 follow-or programs. These end 
results stem from an erroneous view on the part of the House that 
unobligated balances as of June 30, 1958, are available to finance 
new projects contained in the fiscal year 1959 funding program. 

‘ should like now to discuss these seven elements of concern more 
fully. 


INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILES 


The Air Force requested $151 million to initiate construction for 
operational sites for the TITAN, the United States most advanced 
intercontinental ballistic missile and to build facilities for an addi- 
tional ATLAS squadron. Ninety million dollars of these funds were 
denied by House action because advance planning and design for 
TITAN facilities and designation of a site for an additional ATLAS 
squadron were not firm. The site for the TITAN squadrons have 
been defined as the Lowry Bombing Range east of Lowry Air Force 
Base near Denver. 

Testimony was given that TITAN plans would be completed for 
one squadron in February 1959 and for another squadron in April 
1959. Pursuant to the constant effort of the Air Force to expedite 
this vital program, it has now been possible to advance the completion 
of the planning and design phases on the technical facilities for the 
TITAN locations to December 31, 1958. However, the initial phase 
of the TITAN facilities for the first squadron will be ready for contract 
by September 1958; it is anticipated that all major facilities for the 
two squadrons will respectively be ready for contract no later than 
February and April 1959. 

Senator Cuavez. Where is the otber? Outside of Lowry Field? 
] refer to the second one. 

Secretary Douacias. We plan most of the second squadron on the 
Lowry Range and the remaining locations just off the Lowry Range. 

The ATLAS site will be selected shortly and its design will be a 
modification of those now under construction. Therefore, lack of con- 
struction funds early in fiscal year 1959 will only serve to delay reach- 
ing an initial operating capability of one of our top priority weapon 
systems—the TITAN ballistic missile system, and it will essentially 
negate the accelerated production program for ATLAS, which has 
been undertaken. 

29525—58——29 
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In the light of the known Russian capability in the missile field, it 
is Air Force policy to proceed simultaneously with (1) the develop- 
ment and improvement of the missile itself, (2) initial production 
capability, and (3) the construction of facilities to employ the missile. 

The full $90 million is needed if construction is to provide the 
prompt support this program requires to insure the earliest possible 
programed missile capability. Without these funds, construction 
will become the bottleneck which will prevent the timely attainment 
of intercontinental ballistic missile capability. 


NEW OBLIGATION AUTHORITY VERSUS APPROPRIATION PROGRAM 


For the last several years the Air Force has been presenting con- 
struction programs which exceeded the amount of funds being re- 
quested. This was done on the realistic approach that in a program 
of this size you are almost certain to encounter delays in acquisition 
of land, design problems on some of the new and unusual facilities, 
and similar actions which would of their own accord postpone the 
initiation of construction of a number of items. 

In our request to the House we asked for a funding program of 
$1,156 million to be financed with $991.9 million, an underfinancing 
of 15 percent. However, in the action taken by the House on this 
request, the ratio of program to money is increased to such a point 
that the program exceeds the money by 33 percent. 

On the basis of our experience, programs cannot be effectively 
administered if underfinanced by more than about 15 percent. 
House action, therefore, represents a failure to properly finance even 
the specific items it did approve by $71 million. 


FIGHTER AIRCRAFT AND BOMARC FACILITIES 


By denying increases in support facilities for manned aircraft at 
Air Force bases where BOMARC installations are programed, the 
House action raises a serious and disturbing military question. This 
qornon relates to the ability and the opportunity of the Air Force to 

evise systems for the maximum defense of the United States. 
Present air defense concepts comprise a highly integrated balance of 
weapon systems. These concepts are generally consistent with the 
location of manned fighters and BOMARC missiles on the same base. 
There will be a need for BOMARC and interceptors for many years 
to come and in many instances they will be supported at the same 
base permitting economies in construction and operations. 

BOMARC is not a replacement for the manned interceptor force 
but rather is complementary thereto. For the foreseeable future, 
interceptors will operate normally outside the range of BOMARC. 

Outside these purely military considerations, it must be noted that 
locating BOMARC units on existing bases is consistent with congres- 
sional wishes that requirements for new missions be satisfied to the 
maximum extent by using existing facilities. Thus the location of 
manned fighters and BOMARC missiles on the same base is an 
economical approach to the solution of the complex problem of air 
defense. 

Finally, I must point out that facilities required in one instance to 
support the Tactical Air Command were included in the House dele- 
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tions based on our planned BOMARC deployment. At Langley Air 
Force Base, which is a Tactical Air Command base, maintenance 
docks required to support fighter-bomber aircraft were disapproved. 
Other facilities deleted at Langley, as well as those deleted at certain 
Air Defense Command bases, are needed to serve normal base func- 
tions irrespective of the weapons system deployed at the base. 


OVERSEAS BASES 


My next topic concerns our continued need for facilities at overseas 
bases. 

Our overseas base complex is developed as an integral part of overall 
Air Force strategy and deployment. Tactical units are stationed 
at most of the bases in support, for the main part, of NATO and other 
allies. The occurrences in the Middle East today emphasize their 
importance to our Nation. 

There must be inherent in our plans the flexibility and capability 
to launch a significant portion of our force within minutes of warning 
time. Our plans now envisage such action for one-third of the Stra- 
tegic Air Command force in the United States from a 15-minute alert 
posture. ‘To insure force survival and additional sorties, it is of the 
utmost urgency that the balance of all forces, here and overseas, be 
launched as rapidly as possible within physical capabilities of available 
runways, crews, and aircraft. Overseas bases form an integral part 
of the Strategic Air Command plans and with strategic warning permit 
an even greater portion of its force to be launched on short notice. 
Units deploy to slected bases on rotation or upon strategic warning. 
These aircraft and crews are capable of rapid launch and are man- 
tained in an alert status. 

Such bases are capable of further roles: namely, to receive post 
strike aircraft to refuel and return them to the United States; or to 
refuel and bomb-up aircraft for a second strike. 

Current and future construction requirements on overseas bases 
are limited to facilities peculiar to changes in weapon systems and to 
facilities to augment the very limited personnel accommodations 
available. 

Our 1959 program would provide $189 million for locations outside 
the continental limits of the United States, which continues the down- 
ward trend of recent years. This amount was requested primarily 
for urgently required personnel and community facilities. Of this 
amount, $45 million was deleted by House action. The major part 
of this reduction applied to family housing and related personnel and 
community type facilities, with the balance being related to opera- 
tional facilities. 

The need for adequate family housing in overseas areas is a most 
pressing one. The Air Force has numerous locations throughout the 
world where there is no family housing available or where it is avail- 
able in such a limited quantity that only a small part of our people 
are able to have their families with them. 

This condition is further complicated by the fact that personnel 
with critical skills are required to serve almost as much time overseas 
as they do in the continental United States. For some personnel, 
particularly those having electronic specialties and who are assigned 
to communications, aircraft control and warning systems, and similar 
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duties, station assignments in the continental United States are fre- 
quently so remote from communities as to be less desirable than many 
overseas locations. 

To meet this very pressing problem, it is essential that we provide a 
standard of living comparable to that which might be expected in 
civilian life, in order to retain these skilled personnel in the service. 
Family housing overseas is part and parcel to solution of such need. 

By House action, all overseas family housing and related projects 
have been stricken from the bill. These include such Strategic Air 
Command bases as Ernest Harmon Air Force Base in Newfoundland 
and Goose Air Force Base in Labrador, certain sites in the Middle East 
area, and isolated aircraft control and warning sites in Canada and 
western United States. The Air Force supports the need for housing 
at all of these locations. It is my firm conviction that retention of 
critical personnel specialties is encouraged by the availability of family 
housing and schools, and that in the long run the retention of such per- 
sonnel is a saving to the Government through greater combat effective- 
ness and reduced training and recruitment expenses. 


REPLACEMENT OF SUBSTANDARD PERSONNEI-TYPE FACILITIES 


In discussions that have taken place with respect to the Air Force’s 
request for construction funds, it seems to me that much undue em- 
phasis has been placed on the rather modest request made for person- 
nel facilities, particularly such things as clubs for enlisted personnel 
and commissaries. | am sure that the members of the committee 
are aware of the fact that following World War II the Air Force was 
faced with the problem of converting a physical establishment which 
was largely World War II emergency construction (very few perma- 
nent bases having been built for the Air Corps prior to World War IT) 
to a reasonable permanent establishment. 

This problem was made more difficult by the rapid expansion of 
the Air Force in the early fifties with high requirements for new 
operational facilities: first, to take care of the transition to bigger and 
heavier jet aircraft both at home and overseas; next, to accommodate 
the transition to missile development; and now provision of opera- 
tional facilities for ballistic-missile units. 

As a matter of policy, during this period the Air Force delayed the 
replacement of World War II personnel facilities and utilized in- 
adequate facilities. In many places old warehouses or similar 
structures have served as temporary quarters for clubs, commissaries, 
and similar activities. 

In the last 2 or 3 years, it has been possible to start a rather modest 
program for the replacement of some of these facilities, and of the total 
original program of $1,156 million presented to the House this year, 
commissaries and clubs represent only one-tenth of 1 percent; and 
barracks and officers’ quarters accounted for 1.9 percent. The total 
of all other replacement facilities, requested for personnel, including 
dining halls, hospitals and dispensaries, and miscellaneous personnel 
and community facilities, is $16 million, or approximately 1.5 percent 
of the total program. 

It is our policy to request replacement only of facilities which have 
detettornted beyond any reasonable expectation of further effective, 


useful life and which are beyond any reasonable economic rehabilita- 
tion. 
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The members of this committee on a number of occasions stressed 
the importance of having adequate personnel facilities and have 
peinted out that they were just as important as runways, hangars, and 
other operational facilities for the successful long-term operations. 
I agree with this analysis of the problem and, therefore, request 
restoration of the $22.2 million related to these facilities as eliminated 
by House action. 


PLANNING AND COST ESTIMATES 


The House was critical of what it terms a lack of definitized plan- 
ning of construction projects, and of the lack of cost estimates based 
on completed final plans. The Air Force makes every effort to pre- 
pare final plans, as a basis for project cost estimates. There are 
cogent reasons why this can’t be done in every instance. 

We have developed an orderly procedure for preparing construction 
cost estimates. To facilitate and standardize the construction of 
repetitive-type facilities, the Air Force has developed definitive draw- 
ings. These drawings only require site adaptation for the specific 
location selected. Construction agencies submit estimates based upon 
the definitive drawings, local site conditions, and the area cost indices. 
Facilities not covered by definitive drawings are limited to those 
which are new, technical-type facilities and for which experience is 
generally lacking or not applicable. This would be particularly true 
of the TITAN sites at Lowry. 

With respect to the military construction program for fiscal year 
1959, approximately 80 percent of the line items are common type, 
repetitive items for which plans have been completed on similar items 
constructed under prior programs. Site adaptation of these plans is 
under way and, for the most part, can be accomplished in a short 
time. Cost estimates in this program are based upon these plans, 
adjusted to fit the new sites at bases in this program. Actual site 
adaptation does not normally affect the estimate substantially unless 
an unusual soil condition is encountered which may require pile founda- 
tions or unusual site preparation. The actual number of plans com- 
pleted, including site adaptation is, therefore, not indicative of the 
true status of phensinig for this program. 

Since $520 million worth of projects originally contemplated for 
fiscal year 1959 were advanced into fiscal year 1958, by virtue of the 
fiscal year 1958 supplemental program, there has been insufficient 
time since formulation of the new fiscal year 1959 program to complete 
site adaptation of existing plans prior to submission of the cost esti- 
mates to Congress. I consider that the estimating and planning pro- 
cedures employed are effective and generally adequate under the 
circumstances outlined. 

We would be ill-advised to firm up the design on new weapon 
systems too soon. We must improve the designs as the state of the 
art develops. To illustrate: the first ATLAS launcher cost over 
$4 million; the second cost about $3 million; and the last two cost 
approximately $2 million each. 

Nine months ago the Corps of Engineers’ estimate on a BOMARC 
facility was $17 million. The contract cost of the first 2 was about 
$13 million each, the second 2 about $10 million each, and we esti- 
mate that those in this program will cost about $7.5 million each. 








446 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 


Although some of this reduction in cost per unit was due to decreases 
in the number of launchers, the greatest part was due to a continual 
refinement of the design. In similar fashion, millions of dollars have 
been saved in construction and long-range operating and maintenance 
costs, through continual refinement of the designs for the facilities 
that compose the ballistic-missile early-warning system. 


APPROPRIATION FROM PRIOR YEARS 


Finally, I wish to comment upon the status of the Air Force mili- 
tary construction appropriations from prior years. 

On page 18 of House Report No. 2238, it is stated that the new 
appropriation of $687 million recommended, when coupled with 
unobligated balances of $837 million existing at the end of fiscal year 
1958, will provide ample funds for the fiscal year 1959 program and 
a realistic carryover into fiscal year 1960. With this I cannot agree. 
The implication that the unobligated balance is available to finance 
the fiscal year 1959 program is in error. All of this unobligated 
balance is committed in its entirety (1) to new contracts to be awarded 
soon after the end of the fiscal year, some of which have already been 
awarded, and (2) to Government costs that will later develop on going 
work. For example, it is anticipated that the unobligated balance of 
funds carried forward from fiscal year 1958 will be obligated by 
September 30, 1958, with the possible exception of the funds in a 
committed status for the ballistic missile early warning system. 
Thus, only new obligating authority for fiscal vear 1959 may be 
regarded as available to be applied against newly approved projects 
in the 1959 program. 

It is anticipated that the carryover of unobligated balances into 
fiscal year 1959 will total approximately $837 million. This amount 
compares with a more normal figure of $367 million, which was the 
amount carried over into fiscal year 1958. The increase over the 
normal carryover, going into fiscal year 1959, will be approximately 
$460 million. Approximately $300 million is attributable to the 
fiscal year 1958 supplemental program which was approved and 
apportioned in February. 

At the present time these funds are in a committed status, pending 
the award of contracts for the important projects approved in the 
supplemental program. 

In this connection, I wish te remind this committee that the Air 
Force testified in January when appearing to support the supple- 
mental program for Strategic Air Command alert and dispersal, 
ballistic missile detection and intercontinental ballistic missile con- 
struction, that not all of these funds could be obligated by 30 June 
1958, due to the lateness in the fiscal year and to the short time al- 
lowed to prepare the construction program for contract award. 
In short, the unobligated balance as of June 30, 1958, is required 
for the vital programs approved in fiscal year 1958, and cannot be 
applied to items in the fiscal year 1959 program. Accordingly, the 
Air Force requests full restoration of the new obligating authority 
of $991.9 million to insure adequate funding of the total program. 





| 
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acc 





MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 447 


CONCLUSION 


During the fiscal year 1958 hearings, I stated that “the need for 
concurrent satisfaction of base requirements for new weapon systems 
and elimination of deficiencies at operating and training bases in- 
dicate that expenditures for Air Force military construction at a level 
of $1 to $1.2 billion per year will be required for several years to 
come.”’ The accuracy of this forecast has been amply demonstrated 
by the magnitude of the construction program approved for fiscal 
year 1958 and of this program for fiscal year 1959. I assure you, 
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the funds requested 
for the military construction appropriation for fiscal year 1959 
represent a basic minimum essential to a satisfactory performance 
by the Air Force of assigned missions. 


AIR NATIONAL GUARD 


The Air National Guard program is being submitted for the first 
time today with the regular military construction appropriation 
program, utilizing identical presentation procedures and justification 
techniques. I believe the desire of the committee to review both 
programs in a single series of hearings will be of benefit to the Air 
Force as a result of the coordinated consideration they will recerve. 

The Air National Guard is m the middle of a modernization program 
of its base structure, which is currently programed for completion by 
the end of fiscal year 1962. It is estimated that $51 million will be 
required for the fiscal years 1959 through 1962 to complete this pro- 
gram. This long-range program involves construction to complete 
some of the newer facilities; to replace World War II temporary con- 
struction; to expand facilities, particularly runways, taxiways, and 
aprons to accommodate the higher performance aircraft currently 
being assigned to the Air National Guard; and to complete the pro- 
gram of providing flight sumulator and rocket storage buildings, which 
facilities only rec ently became a requirement of this program when the 
Air National Guard began receiving advanced model jet aircraft. 
For fiscal year 1959, $9.6 million in new obligating authority is being 
requested, together with approval of projects totaling $11 million. 

General Wilson of the National Guard Bureau will be available to 
discuss any part of this program that the committee desires to discuss. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to have made my full 


statement and I hope we will be able to respond to such questions as 
you and your members may have. 


Senator CHavez. Senator Hayden? 


AIR NATIONAL GUARD STRENGTH 


Senator Haypen. I have no questions, except perhaps one that has 
been raised in another committee as to the strength of the Air National 
Guard. Iam talking about the number of the men in the Air National 
Guard. 

Secretary Doveias. The number of men in the Air National 
Guard is slowly increasing. There has been a slight reduction in the 
number of units planned for the guard, but the guard manpower is 








448 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 


slightly increasing, and the important thing about the Air Force pro- 
gram of the guard is that we have been able, in part due to what has 
seemed a wise overall reduction of Air Force combat wings, to pro- 
vide the guard more rapidly with advanced, modern fighter aircraft, 
and in doing so we have converted guard units very largely from 
fighter-bomber units to fighter-interceptor units. Therefore, the Air 
National Guard is in a better position and will be increasingly 
effective in playing an important part in the air defense of the United 
States. 

Senator Haypren. Thank you. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Robertson. 


REQUESTS FOR RESTORATION OF HOUSE CUTS 


Senator Ropertrson. Mr. Secretary, we have been considering a 
construction bill that was cut by the House $511 million. We have 
heard the Army ask for restoration of al] of their cuts. We have 
heard the Navy ask for the restoration of all of their cuts. 

You had more in the bill than anybody else and you got cut more 
than anybody else. 

We have heard you ask for the restoration of all your cuts except 
$24 million. 

Secretary Douatas. That is right, sir. 

Senator Rospertson. | am sure you have been around Washington 
for some time and you know that there has never been a time in your 
recollection. when the House sent us a bill with a lot of cuts and we 
restored every cut that they made in it and they gladly accepted our 
action when in conference. 

Secretary Dovueuas. That is right, sir. 

Senator Ropertson. So some of these cuts are going out whether 
we like them or not, is that true? 

Secretary Dova.as. I think it is very likely, sir. 

Senator Ropertson. Yes; I think it is more than likely. Then I 
want to ask you about one item of restoration which, frankly, gives us 
some concern. 

HOUSING PROGRAM 


You say that your housing is only 1 plus percent of your total 
spending, and that sounds like a very modest amount, but I had a 
little experience with percentages on the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee during World War II when we were trying to fix a proper price 
for meat that would yield a fair return to the packers, and they said, 
“Well, all we want is 1 percent on the volume of business we do.” 
That sounded very reasonable, did it not? 

Secretary Dovctas. That is a low rate of profit. 

Senator Rospertson. We only gave then 10 percent net profit, 
which is twice what they had before the war started. That is the 
way it worked out. 

If we have an annual expenditure of 1 percent of a $40 billion pro- 
gram for housing, that is going to be a big housing program any way 
you look at it. 

Secretary Dovuctas. That is right. 

Senator Ropertson. The House gave you $144 million for housig 
and recreational facilities at your bases in continental Europe and 
you want $45 million restored to that. 


oe 
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Secretary Dovua.as. No, sir. 
Senator Ropertson. Let us see what you say on page 9: 


Our 1959 program would provide $189 million for locations outside the con- 
tinental limits of the United States. 


Secretary Douvcias. That is not housing for personnel. That is 
everything. 

Senator RoBertTson (reading): 

This amount was requested primarily for urgently required personnel and 
community facilities. 

That is what you say. 

Secretary Douve.as. Outside the continental United States. 

Senator Roserstron. You said ‘continental Europe.’ I just got 
continental in one continent. 

Secretary Dovuauas. Regarding the whole appropriated housing 
program which comprises a total of a little under a thousand units 
of housing, the large majority are at Goose Bay and Ernest Harmon 
in Newfoundland. This housing accounts for about $30 million. 

Senator Ropertson. Did you read what General Gavin said in 
this week’s issue of Life magazine as to what the Air Force will be 
doing at its overseas bases a few years from now? 

Secretary Dove.as. No, sir; I have not. 


EFFECT OF USE OF GUIDED MISSLES 


Senator Rogerson. He said you would be shooting guided missiles. 
There is every reason to believe that when we perfect all types of 
guided missiles there will of necessity be some reduction of conven- 
tional weapons and of personnel. 

Secretary Dovatas. I think that the Air Force gives good evidence 
of that observation, sir, in the fact that at the end of fiscal 1957 we 
had 137 combat wings in the Air Force and at the end of the current 
fiscal year we expect to have 105. 

Senator Ropertson. Mr. Secretary, what I am trying to develo 
is that we know we are not going to let $500 million stay in this bill 
and we are trying to find out if there are any items in there that have 
a little more priority than others. 

Secretary DouaGtas. Yes, sir, there are. 

Senator Rospertson. That is what we are trying to get at. Recre- 
ational facilities are valuable, especially in the sort of forsaken places 
like Goose Bay, and I am pleased to see the former very fine com- 
mander of Goose Bay here today. I know you have about 8 months 
of bad weather there against 4 of reasonably good weather. You 
need some recreational facilities there, but if there is any place we 
can cut at the present time in our military program that is approxi- 
mately going to reach $42 billion in the current year before we are 
through with it, it should be a slowdown in permanent housing if we 
are going to ultimately have a reduction in personnel. 

That is the reason I have pointed to this one item of $45 million, 
to see if there was anything in that item of less priority than some of 
the research, and some of the guided missile stations, and things of 
that kind that we want to give you if you need them. 
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CONSTRUCTION OF BALLISTIC MISSILE SITES 


Secretary Dovatas. Senator, let me say this to you: I would like 
to make it clear, although it is not easy to devise a list of priorities 
which goes through the whole Air Force program, I regard that the first 
priority of our requested reclamation concerns the $90 million for con- 
struction of ballistic missile sites in this country. 

I am perfectly clear that any reduction in that amount will result 
in some delay of what seems to me a rather modest intercontinental 
ballistic missile program. 

Senator Ropertson. I am in full sympathy and accord with that 
viewpoint and I hope our committee will be very liberal when we mark 
up the bill with respect to that particular restoration item. 

The testimony before us when we had the big defense bill before us 
was that we cannot abandon our Strategic Air Command before we 
have demonstrated accuracy, and availability, and quantity of guided 
missiles. You have the Strategic Air Command until something else 
is in being to take its place. 

Secretary Dovuauas. I think we will keep some part of it indef- 
initely. 

Senator Rospertson. I think so, too. 

Secretary Dovatas. Also I regard the $71 million that the House 
reduced without explanation as being of utmost importance. 

Senator Roserrson. Part of the Strategic Air Command, I be- 
lieve, is Langley Field. 

Secretary ‘DouGras. No, sir. That is the location of the Headquar- 
ters, Tactical Air Command, a Tactical Air Command wing, and a 
fighter interceptor squadron. 

Senator Cuavez. You are talking about Walker, N. Mex. 

Senator Ropertson. That is Tactical Air Command? Is that a 
defensive one? 

Secretary Dovenas. No; this is the ground support and is the com- 
mand that is equipped largely with fighter bombers, These fighter 
bombers, of course, have Seeiinel increasing capabilities both 
through improvement and refueling techniques, so that these fighter 
bombers can reach any part of the world in a rather short time and 
are also capable of carrying atomic weapons. 


LANGLEY FIELD OPERATIONS 


Senator Roserrson. Do you regard the operations at Langley to be 

important ? 
ecretary Douatas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Rogertson. The House cut out one of your requests there 
amounting to $1,983,000 for a dock, 2 ammunition storage warehouses, 
and an electric distribution line. 

You ask for it to be restored. Would you tell us what kind of 
priority you would give that ? 

Secretary Doveras. Senator, I give really all the items that the 
House deleted related to the BOMARC installations on bases that 
have other missions a very high priority and this includes the Langley 
items. 

I really think that the Langley items must have been eliminated 
through a misunderstanding, because this base is a Tactical Air Com- 
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mand base where we are planning a BOMARC facility and we ex- 
ot to continue it as a Pactical Command base with a BOMARC 
acility. 

The House decided that we should not continue to equip bases for 
interceptors where we expected to put BOMARC’s. It just happened 
that they put Langley into that category and it should not be in that 
category, and we have asked for restoration of all of the items origi- 
nally requested for that base. 

Senator Rosertson. All I could see was that they cut it out for the 
same reason that they cut it out for a similar item, Duluth. I could 
not find out what the connection between Duluth and Langley was. 
I could not even find the reason they gave for Duluth. 

Secretary Doveras. I have tried to explain the reason they gave 
for Duluth and it is clear in my mind that including Langley was a 
misunderstanding. I do not think they had a good reason for Du- 
luth, but I think they had no reasonable reason for Langley. 

Senator Ropertson. If they did not have good reason for Duluth 
and no reason for cutting Langley, you attach high priority for 
Langley ? 

General Rentz. That is correct, Senator. 

Another thing I would like to bring out is that some of the facilities 
deleted for Langley were for the Tactical Air Command, such as 
the docks for the KB-50 refuelings. 

Another item they cut out was for the ammo storage down at 
Langley. Weare putting a new type of weapon on these interceptors 
and we cannot use them unless we have suitable ammo storage. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Rosertson. I thought I would help our committee to know 
the relative facts here. 


TRAFFIC CONGESTION AT LANGLEY FIELD 


There is one other matter about Langley. It was not in your bud- 
get but since this matter has come up, it has been brought to my at- 
tention that there is a tremendous congestion of traffic in and out of 
Langley because the same little winding two-lane road has to carry 
your personnel and the personnel of the Civil Aeronautics Board. Is 
that correct ? 

General Rentz. Thas is correct, Senator. 

Senator Rosertson. Ten thousand or more, and they tell me that 
it is bumper to bumper and sometimes it takes 2 hours and a man that 
reports for duty at 8 o’clock must start over that highway at 6 o’clock 
to get there. 

Senator Cuavez. Is that within the reservation, or in the State of 
Virginia ? 

General Rentz. It is the access road. 

Senator Roperrson. It is set up as an access road. It is an access 
road ¢ 

General Rentz. Access road, yes, sir. 

I would like to say, Senator, that we asked the Bureau of Public 
Roads to make a survey of the road net serving Langley. They are 


about to finalize their report and come in to us with their recom- 
mendations. 
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Senator Ropertson. Just a minute. They have already recom- 
mended and approved this. You have not read that report? 

General Rentz. We have not received their final report. 

Senator Rosertrson. They reported to us that they had approved it 
and that everybody had cleared it except we did not have a budget 
estimate. They did it too late for a budget estimate. 

General Renrz. Yes, sir; we have not received their final report. 
We know what is in their final report. They are recommending the 
relocation of gate 2 and making a 4-lane highway coming out of 
gate 2, the relocation of the Magruder Road that serves the NACA, 
and I think the recommendations they made, if accepted, will cer- 
tainly alleviate that situation at Langley. 

Senator Rogerrson. You have the money to build the road when it 
is approved ? 

FUNDS FOR ACCESS ROADS 


General Rentz. We have $5 million in the present appropriation 
program for access roads. 

Langley is not included at the present time, sir. The estimate that 
we have made on the Langley Road is approximately $2 million. 

Senator Ropertrson. That is right. I just wanted to ask you if the 
traffic jam there is as bad as it has been represented to me. 

General Renrz. I think it is, sir. 

Senator Roserrson. And that there are times when it will take a 
man 2 hours to get over that 4 miles into his work. 

General Rentz. That is what we are told, sir. 

Senator Rozertson. I want to know if you think that that should 
be relieved. 

General Rentz. It certainly should and we intend to do that, sir, 
as soon as we can finalize on the estimate and give it a program 
status. 

Senator Roperrson. After we pass this bill and then you let your 
hair down and decide this road is going to be built, how are you going 
to build it ? 

General Rentz. We do not have the money for the access roads 
for Langley in this bill. 

Senator Ropertson. That isthe point. You have $5 million in here 
and you tentatively earmarked all of that before the House. 

General Rentz. That is correct. 

Senator Roperrson. That is right, and you cannot now take $2 mil- 
lion out of that $5 million and transfer it to Langley although you 
admit there is an acute situation there ¢ 

General Rentz. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Rozsrertson. Then do you favor our putting $2 million in 
this bill with the understanding that you will not spend the $2 million 
unless you, on the final advice of the Bureau of Roads and everybody 
else, feel that it is a matter of the highest urgency. 

General Renvz. I think that would be a desirable augmentation to 
this program. 

Senator Rozertson. I would like to hear the views of the Secretary 
on that. 

Secretary Dove.as. That is all right. 
Senator Rogertson. You concur? 
Secretary Douctas. Yes, sir. 
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DISPERSAL OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 


Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I think also a strong argument 
has been made here that the military ought to be more inclined to 
disperse these military installations rather than put them in the 
populated areas of the country where the traffic is so thick that it 
will take 2 hours to get to a place. I say that very seriously without 
any reference to Virginia or any other place, : 

Secretary Doueias. Senator, I think you realize we regard this 
as a difficult question and we give a great deal of attention to it. 

I think in some situations we have acquiesced in too much of the 
concentration, but the economic penalty of much greater dispersal 
is very great. 

Senator Stennis. I am sure it is a problem. 

Senator Roserrson. The Air Force was using this base long before 
the Civil Aeronautics Board moved in there and along they came, 
and that has helped to create our traffic congestion because their re- 
search has upped, upped the personnel until the access road will not 
take them both. 

General Rentz. That is correct. 

Senator Stennis. I have favored the road to take care of that situ- 
ation, but it does point out a problem. 

Senator Cuavez. Yes, it does, and I was going to ask the Secretary, 
does not the same situation that exists at Langley exist at Lowry, 
especially with the new impact of new programming that you have 
even under this bill? 

ACCESS ROAD AT DENVER 


General Rentz. I do not anticipate any problem on the access road 
at Denver, Senator. Denver now has a very good network around 
Lowry and as the location of these facilities are on the bombing 
range, I do not think it will aggravate that situation one iota. 

Senator Cuavez. Then when you say “Lowry” you do not mean 
Lowry as such, but in that area ? 

General Rentz. That area. 

Senator Cuavez. The bombing range will be away from there? 

General Rentz. That is correct, sir. 

Secretary Douveras. And we do not anticipate at the present time 
any real buildup of personnel at Lowry. We are taking out the 
whole Air Academy there. 

Might I just make one statement, Senator ? 

You showed interest particularly in the housing part of the pro- 
gram which we think is very important. 

Senator Rozerrson. I admit it is all important, but if there has 
to be some priority and if we cannot get it all, I just wanted some indi- 
cation of where we could ease off without being too badly off. 


HOUSING PROGRAM 


Secretary Doveras. I thought it would be helpful if I called to 
your attention the fact that the original program presented to the 
House included $37 million for housing all of which is overseas except 
two aircraft and warning sites, one in Nebraska and one in Wyoming. 

Of that we have reclaimed $29 million. We have reduced our 
stated program at Harmon. This is a very difficult problem. The 
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housing that we are asking for overseas is expensive, but the rewards 
of having additional housing at these bases, which it seems to me will 
be very important for a long time to come, are also very great. 

Senator CHavez. Senator Stennis, do you have any further ques- 
tions? 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, I just have one observation I 
want to make. 

First, though I do not want to embarrass the Secretary, Mr. Chair- 
man, but I want to say this: That all during the hearings on the 
reorganization bill when there was so much discussion about the 
power of the Secretary of Defense, as to what power and responsibil- 
ity was going to be left in the hands of the Secretaries of the services, 
I thought of Secretary Douglas many times and the very difficult 
job he has managing a service with such far-flung activities, the ap- 
propriation for which is 3, or 4, or 5, or 6 times as much as the volume 
of General Motors’ business every year, and keeping a firm hand 
from the civilian end on that far-flung enterprise 1s one of the mar- 
vels that I have seen through coming to Washington and what chance 
I have to know about his operations. I have certainly been exceed- 
ingly well impressed with what he is trying to do and the way he 
goes at it. 





TOTAL OVERSEAS BASES 


I may say this about this housing and I am not opposed to the 
housing overseas, but it does illustrate something that I want to men- 
tion to the other members of the committee: Our Military Construc- 
tion Subcommittee tried to gather some background data and infor- 
mation against which we could weigh some of these items in these 
appropriation bills and we found by adding up that there are now 
280 major overseas bases—280 major overseas paisa eis utilized 
throughout the world by our services. That is all of them together. 

We found that the investment in requesting authorizations and the 
estimated future requests at just the bases that were in our military 
construction bill, just those bases, ran $6,925 million. That was not 
all these 280 major installations. They are just the ones that happen 
to be represented in that 1 year’s military construction bill. 

We tried to give the Congress the figures on all of them. The De- 
fense Department just could not get it up within the limited time. 

Secretary Dovetas. Senator, I did not understand éxactly what the 
$6 billion figure is. 





TOTAL COSTS OF OVERSEAS BASES 


Senator Srennis. That represents the authorizations and money 
that have already been spent and the authorizations that have been 
made but are not yet in your inventory, and requested authorizations 
in the bill that we were considering, plus we were looking and trying 
to get the whole picture so we asked for something on the future ex- 
pected authorizations, just to make the complete picture about what 
we were paying into for those bases that were in the bill, and that ran 
$6,925 million, and we asked for information on all these bases, and 
it just was not possible for the services to get it for us within the 
limited time. We are shooting at that for next year. That is.a part 
of what we call the order of magnitude—I believe that is a good mili- 
tary term—as to what we are paying into here, 
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Another part of that picture, Mr. Secretary, is that looking at all 
the services together we found that during the year that ended March 
31, 1957, you had reduced your overseas personnel from 690,000 to 
640,000, a reduction, but during the same time the overseas dependent 
population increased from approximately 348,000 to approximately 
409,000. During just the 12-month period: while we were experiencing 
a reduction in one we had this relatively large increase in another. 

That just shows the direction we are going. 

What about the cost of these overseas bases ? 

Secretary Doueas. Sir, could I make one comment on that, because 
I think that is easy to understand in part. For instance, we have 
reduced personnel in the Air Force in Korea. There has never been 
any dependent housing there. 

Senator Srennis. I am not attacking dependent housing. I want 
to give this subcommittee an overall glimpse of some of this picture, 
if I may. This is not said critically. This is trying to get the pic- 
ture 1n. 

Secretary Dove.as. Right. 

Senator Stennis. We have some tentative figures on the salary that 
is involved in these overseas operations alone. We put down $5,000 
a year for a military individual and $6,000 a year for a civilian indi- 
vidual. That creates an annual payroll of $31, billion. 

Senator Cuavez. Salaries alone? 

Senator Srennis. That is salaries alone. It shows the order of 
magnitude of this overseas program. 

Further, these figures are not absolutely accurate. They are 
rounded out figures and are estimates, in part. 

It is the best we could do. These are not Air Force figures, Mr. 
Secretary. This is all the Department, together. It just shows the 
trend of these things, 

All right, Senator. 

Senator Dworsnak. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 


INCREASE IN MILITARY ACTIVITIES ABROAD 


Senator Dworsuak. I know my colleague from Mississippi is very 
reliable in the observations he makes concerning military programing 
and policies of all kinds, but it is difficult for me to understand why 
we are facing this tremendous increase in our military activities 
abroad in view of the fact that we have spent $70 billion to build up 
the economies and strengthen nations everywhere in the world as our 
allies. 

Are we ignoring or neglecting the availability of these military 
forces of our allies, and do we fail to impress upon ‘them the need of 
their assuming their fair share of the responsibility for building up 
resistance to aggressors? 

Senator Srennts. I have tried to measure this in my mind in ac- 
cordance with the plans with which we started in NATO. Iam try- 
ing to find out where we are going. This is a part of that, picture. 
These figures do not include any logistical support and all those other 
items. I have just given figures on the per-capital basis. “That is a 
part of the order of magnitude. 
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TRANSPORTATION COSTS PER FAMILY 


Another thing is that we find that it takes about $10,000 of hard 
money to transport a family over and back, That is something that 
is a part of the picture here. 

Senator Dworsuax. Would that be bachelor personnel, too? 

Senator Stennis. No; that is a family. I think it is an important 
part of the morale. I do not discount that one bit, but with this as 
in other things there has to be some kind of limit drawn, because I 
think the services ought to be concerned about this morale question. 
There has to be enough left in the Treasury to pay your salaries. 
They are now running around $10 billion. There has to be enough 
left to pay the retirement fund which will be around a billion dollars 


n. 

Some of these matters, important as they are, have to have a line 
drawn by someone somewhere. 

The Vothievend needs the help of the services in trying to find where. 
I say this with all deference to the Air Force and your problems. 

Secretary Doucias. May I make one comment ? 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 


PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL PROGRAM ON FOREIGN SOIL 





Secretary Dovuatas. As far as the Air Force is concerned, our big 
overseas programs seem to be at this point a thing of the past, partic- 
ularly our programs outside of American territory. This program 
that we are presenting today includes $189 million for overseas instal- 
lations but only 7 percent of the total program is on foreign soil. 

A few years back a very large percentage of the Air Force program 
was concerned with the establishment and equipping of foreign bases. 

Senator Stennis. That is very well to point out and I want to make 
clear that in your isolated places here, Labrador and others of which 
you named 2 or 3, you must have the facilities there. I do not want 
to pinch back on it. 

am talking about this complete picture. There has to be a stop 
somewhere. T think you well ona it up. I believe these figures 
are relevant to all these services. 
That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 


PRIORITY OF OVERSEAS HOUSING 


Secretary Dovucxas. In answer to the question as to where priority 
might lie, I would say there is some overseas housing in the program 
that I would put well ahead of replacements of certain personnel 
facilities at United States bases, at the present time, and I hope that, 
when the committee may go through line items, we will. have an 
opportunity to refer to some of this housing which is at classified 
locations. 

General Rentz. At two classified locations. 

Senator Stennis. Would you give us a memorandum on that to be 
sure that we do not overlook it? 

Senator Dovetas. Yes, sir. 
(The memorandum will be furnished under separate cover.) 
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PERSONNEL AND GENERAL LIVING CONDITIONS 


Senator Cuavez. Mrs. Smith, do you have any questions of the 
Secretary ¢ 

Senator Smrrn. I was going to ask about personnel and general 
living conditions but the staff members tell me that you have already 
covered that in your statement, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Dovenas. We hi ave discussed it at some ler igth. I might 
say that I emphasized the fact that our housing program ; that i 1S, 
family appropriated housing, calls for $37 million, and except for two 
small projects in the United States at aircraft early warning sites, 
most of these programs are at Goose Bay and at Ernest Harmon. 
Housing on these locations is very expensive to produce. I am sure 
that the House was influenced by that fact in the action that they took. 

Still, we think the rewards of housing at Goose Bay and Ernest 
Harmon are very great in the effect on our personnel, and I am sure 
that those bases will be of importance to the United States. 

Senator Cuavez. They are really isolated. 

Secretary Doveras. They are really isolated but families that are 
at Goose Bay, for instance, are pretty enthusiastic residents insofar as 
there is adequate housing and other personnel facilities to make a 
reasonably satisfactory life on the base. 


POLICY ON LENGTH OF SERVICE OVERSEAS 


Senator Smiru. What is your policy on length of service overseas 
among your men between the single men and the men taking their 
dependents with them 4 

Secretary Doveras. Generally speaking, what we call remote loca- 
tion assignments are for 1 year but, where families may accompany 
the husbands, these panna go up to 3 years. 

General Rentz. Up to 3 years. It is from 24 months to 36 months 
with dependents, Sen: stor: 

[ would also like to mention that one of our largest users of overseas 
housing is the security service. They are really” up against it in the 
retention of their highly qualified technicians. 

The security service today has a ratio of 1 man in the ZI to 5 over- 
seas in the highly technical skills. Those are interceptor people and 
the linguists. Those are the people we are trying to take care of in 
those other two classified locations. 


SAVINGS EFFECTED BY LONGER SERVICE 


Senator Smiri. I know that Senator Stennis has used the figure of 
$10,000 for taking a family ov erseas and he is quite an expert on this 
matter. Would there be some savings in the rotation needs by the 
longer service? Would there be economy ? 

Secretary Doverias. Yes; there is. This is recognized. 

Senator Smrrin. Have you made any estimate as to what sav ing that 
might be in percentages ? 

General Renrz. I think Senator, we have made a study of the costs 
of a 12-month tour against a 36-month tour. We do not have that 
information with us but I can certainly check into it. 

Senator Sarrn. I think it would be of interest as a part of th 
record if you do have that available. 


29952 
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Secretary Doveras. A great many of the benefits are of course in- 
tangible because you get better people if they are on the job 3 years 
than if they are on only 1. 


(The information will be forwarded under separate cover.) 
PROCEDURE OF RESERVE CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Smiru. Certainly there is less service and fewer new peo- 
ple. 


Mr. Chairman, I asked the Army and Navy yesterday to give us a 
statement for the record, not particularly here but for the record, on 


procedure of Reserve training and Air National Guard building con- 
struction. 


Will you do that for us, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Dovexas. I will be happy to. 

Senator Smrru. I think there is a very great misunderstanding 
about the participation of the States and communities especially in the 
guard and the adjutant general’s position. I think if we could have 


some clear, concise statement on it it will help all of us in answering 
questions. 


Secretary Dovucias. We will be glad to provide it. 
Senator Smiru. Thank you very much. 
(The information requested follows :) 


INTRODUCTION 


The construction requirements of the Reserve Forces are an integral part 
of the total Air Force requirements, and as such must be kept in consonance 
with the requirements of the regular establishment. The determination of 
requirements, the securing of supporting authorization and appropriation, and 
the schedule of accomplishing military construction, for both the Regular and 
Reserve Forces, are based on the force structure objectives of wartime planning 
and peacetime programing. The Air Force budget structure and related func- 
tional structures are designed to insure a well-balanced and properly phased 
progression toward achieving our objectives. 


AIR FORCE RESERVE 


Unlike the Air National Guard which is a Federal-State supported military 
force, the Air Force Reserve is supported entirely from Federal funds and their 
entire program is administered and managed by the Chief of Staff, through 
the Air Staff and through the Continental Air Command, which has primary 
responsibility for the organization and training of the Air Force Reserve. The 
force structure requirements, both for organized units and individual mobiliza- 
tion requirements, are determined by Headquarters USAF and are related to 
wartime planning. Construction of facilities required to support the Reserve 
Forces are justified and authorized on a line item basis the same as for the Regu- 
lar Air Force. In the case of the Air Force Reserve, the supporting appropria- 
tions are a part of the regular military construction appropriation and the 
program is administered and managed on a comparable basis. Much progress 
has been made in the past 2 years toward the construction of facilities required 
by the Air Force Reserve. The Air Force Reserve program has been placed on a 
firm basis which has permitted definitized planning and realistic programing of 
our eonstruction requirements. Within the past 2 years, the Air Force has 
obligated approximately $44 million for Air Force Reserve construction. 


AIR NATIONAL GUARD 


In the case of the Air National Guard, the States and Territories, together 
with local communities contribute immeasurably to the support of the Air 
National Guard facilities program. This support includes the provision of all 
real estate under a long-term lease at a nominal rental. In a number of loca- 
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tions, it includes existing buildings and other facilities. A number of States 
have an adequate engineering organization and perform the design and super- 
vision of Air National Guard construction at no cost to the Federal Government. 

The Adjutant General is the focal point of contact for the Air National 
Guard. As regards the facilities program, his office makes the detailed ar- 
rangements required in all State contributions. He supports, before the State’s 
legislature, the funds required to cover the State’s share of the maintenance 
and utility costs of Air National Guard facilities. When additional land is 


required, as in the case of runway extensions, he enlists the financial support of 
the State and local governments. 


An example of Federal-State cooperation in meeting facilities problems can be 
found in the recent case of Berry Field, Nashville, Tenn. A runway construc- 
tion requirement had existed for a number of years at Berry Field. Since the 
estimated cost of this requirement was approximately $3,500,000, the matter was 
put before State authorities to determine what State assistance could be obtained. 
As a result of cooperative discussions and much hard work on the part of State 
authorities, an arrangement was worked out whereby the State of Tennessee 
and the city of Nashville each contributed one-half million dollars with $1 million 
by the Civil Aeronautics Administration and the balance of $1,240,000 as a guard 
contribution. As a result, the participants in this program obtained the advan- 
tage required by their respective use of the airport, and no one agency was called 
upon to pay the entire cost. Similar arrangements which have been to the advan- 
tage of the Federal Government during recent years have been achieved at Van 
Nuys, Calif.; Birmingham, Ala.; and Bradley Field, Conn. These examples are 
over and above the many instances where States and municipalities contribute 
real estate for facilities expansion, contributions which assume major propor- 
tions as savings to the Federal Government. 

Senator CuHavez. Senator Dworshak. 

Senator DworsHak. In your statement you call attention to the 
fact that $90 million for construction of intercontinental ballistic 
missiles has been deleted by House action. 

I am sure that the House does not wish to deny this program which 
is very vital in view of the fact that we are setting up a new space 
agency. It seems to me we are getting too far ahead in this space 
program. I think missiles are very vital. 

I want you to state whether the withholding of $90 million for 
TITAN and ATLAS will seriously retard this program. 

Secretary Doveras. I think before you came in I made the state- 
ment to Senator Robertson that in my view the $90 million have first 
priority and failure to put the $90 million in will seriously delay 
the opening of the base of the first TITAN squadron and will also 
delay the other. 

Senator Dworsuax. There is no justification for withholding 
funds on the grounds given? 

Secretary Dovuaias. We have not made a final determination on the 
ATLAS site. We have definitely determined a location®of the two 
TITAN squadrons which are concerned in this $90 million. 

Senator Dworsnak. Is there any duplication between your plan- 
ning for TITAN and ATLAS missiles? Do they complement each 
other ? 

Secretary Doveras. They complement each other very fully. 
TITAN is somewhat more advanced. We have a substantial pro- 
gram of bringing ATLAS squadrons into the Air Force and we have 
a definite program of bringing the TITAN squadrons in. 


SELECTION OF MISSILE SITES 


Senator DworsHak. Are you selecting sites for these two missiles 
in connection with existing Air Force bases? I notice that you are 


doing that with BOMARC. 
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Are you doing that with the other two? 

Secretary Doucias. We are definitely operating on a policy of lo- 

cating ballistic missile sites where they can be supported from exist- 
ing Air For ce bases. That does not mean that the actual launcher 
sites will be within 15 miles of an existing base but we expect to 
utilize all support facilities on an existing base so far as practical 
for the missile sites. 

Senator CuHavez. You have as a matter of fact a survey now? 

General Rentz. That is correct. SAC is reporting on the 13th of 
this month on the finalization of these sites. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. Then the House action is not justified on the 
basis that you have not completed your plans. Probably at the time 
you testified before the House that may have been true but now you 
have made such progress that it is very definite as to what you are 
planning ¢ and you will need that amount of money ? 

Secretary Doveras. I was out of the country when the program was 
presented to the House. We do not have definitive final design draw- 
ings on the TITAN sites at the present time. 

On the problem of operational concept, that is satisfactory; on 
the location and distribution of launchers, which presented one of our 
very major problems, I think, we have reached a satisfactory concept 
and it is now being transformed into definite planning. 

Senator Dworsuak. Thank you. 


MOUNTAIN HOME AIRBASE, IDAHO 


Mr. Chairman, I have some information which I would like to 
develop regarding housing facilities at Mountain Home Airbase, but 
I presume that the general will testify on that later. 

General Rentz. 1 cert: ainly can, Senator. I have people from my 
housing section here. 

Senator Dworsrax. I will not ask the Secretar y at this time, then. 


CANNON AIR FORCE BASE 


Senator Cuavez. Mr. Secretary, I have just three questions. 

I notice that you requested for Holloman, some money for a main- 
tenance shop and at Cannon Air F orce Base a store and commissary 
and NCO club. Your total request is $2,935,000. The House cut 
that down by, in round figures, some six-hundred-thousand-odd 
dollars. 

When yor made the request you felt that that was the money that 
was needed in order to carry out that program ? 

General Rentz. That is right, Senator. We did and we are very 
concerned about the substandard facilities that we have not been able 
to replace at Cannon Air Force Base. We are going along with what 
we consider a rather firm program on replacements down there. 
This was just a continuation of the program to get out of the tarpaper 
shacks down there. 

Senator Cuaverz. I showed General White Cannon Air Force Base 
when it was made permanent and they were still heating some bar- 

racks with potbellied stoves. 

A great deal of progress has been made, but by this request you 
want to continue that program ? 

General Rentz. Absolutely, Senator. 
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SOLAR FURNACE AT HOLLOMAN AIRBASE, N. MEX, 


Senator Cuavez. I have just one more question, Mr. Secretary. 

Authority has been given and funding has been provided for the 
construction of a solar furnace around the Holloman Airbase in New 
Mexico. What is the planning as to that construction now? 

Secretary Dovuetas. Senator, I think that is in the record of hear- 
ings on other Air Force appropriations. However, the present plan- 
ning is that it will be seriously considered in connection with the 

fiscal year 1960 budget for implementation. It is a question of time. 
There is no question as to location. This is the suitable place. 

In competition with dollars with other research projects, the solar 
furnace was postponed for later consideration. 

Senator Cuavez. The contractor tells me that he can do the job 
now cheaper in 1959 than he could in 1960. 

Secretary Douvetas. I would hope he is wrong. 

Senator Cuavez. Would you want to save a little money ? 

Secretary Dovetas. I say I hope he is wrong. 

Senator CHavez. It is needed. It has been authorized. 

Secretary Douatas. We would like to have it and it was authorized. 

Senator Cuavez. You have it in the planning ? 

Secretary Douatas. That is right. 

Senator Cuavez. And if this committee were to make the money 
available and you can do it cheaper in 1959 than in 1960, you would 
not be against that, would you? 

Secretary Doueias. General Rentz tells me that our authorization 


is only about $4 million. I think the present estimate for the facility 
is closer to $10 million. 


DEFICIENCY IN AUTHORIZATION ON SOLAR FURNACE 


General Rentz. We have a deficiency in authorization on the solar 
furnace based on our latest cost estimates. 

Senator Cuavez. The point that I am trying to make is, of course, 
you have a deficiency and do not have the money; but if this commit- 
tee were to make the money available and you can do it cheaper in 
1959 than in 1960, would that be good business? Of course, a few 
billion dollars or $500,000 does not seem much, but it is that much in 
the total. 

Secretary Douetas. This is very real money. My only question 
is that the things we would like to do and which are important are 
so many that I “hesitate to answer definitely that I am convinced it 
would be wise to go ahead at this time. But this is a definite plan. 
We would like very much to have it, and it would receive very careful 
consideration in formulating the 1960 budget. 

Senator Cuavez. And the location has been selected ? 

Secretary Doueuas. There is no question. 

Senator Cuavez. There will be no question whatsoever about it be- 
ing transferred elsewhere ? 

Secretary Doveras. No, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. All right. We will be patient. 

That is all. 

Senator Surry. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one more question ? 

Senator Cuavez. Yes. 
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LOCAL PARTICIPATION IN FINANCING HOUSING ABROAD 


Senator Smrrn. Mr. Secretary, is there any local government par- 
ticipation in the financing of the housing and personnel facilities in 
the foreign countries ? 

Secretary Doveras. There are several kinds of housing, such as 
rental guaranty, where it is built with foreign funds and there is a 
5-year guaranty, or I think we finally accomplished approval of some 
longer terms of 7 years to 10 years. 

here is no capital expenditure of United States funds in connec- 
tion with rental guaranty housing although there is a guaranty that 
they will be occupied for a period of time. 

hen we have also the surplus-commodity arrangements which have 
produced housing in certain countries. 

The surplus- commodity housing has the cost taken care of up to 
perhaps 25 percent to provide certain fixtures and equipment which 
meet American standards and which are not available in the particu- 
lar country. 

CLASSIFIED HOUSING 


Senator Smirn. Then as to the classified housing—and I do not in- 
tend to even try to pinpoint it at all, but just the overall policy or 
principle—some of it, I presume is a ‘short-term inv estment, or con- 
sidered a short-term investment. Is there a similar item in the mu- 
tual] security military support? 

Secretary Dovueras. In what? 

Senator Smiru. In the mutual security bill under the support of the 
military assistance ? 

Secretary Doveuas. I think not. 

Senator Smiru. This would be all of it ? 

Secretary Dovetas. That is right, I believe. 

Senator Smiru. And there would not be anything anywhere else ? 

Secretary Doucxias. That is correct. 

Mr. Gartock. Senator, we do build housing overseas from commod- 
ity credit arrangements where they dispose of surplus farm commodi- 
ties and build up a local credit. We build the houses out of those local 
funds then and repay the Commodity Credit out of the quarters 
allowances which would have been paid to military personnel. 

In the earliest days of military assistance, I think we participated 
in this type of financing in one instance. That is the only one in my 
memory so far as I know in recent years. 

Secretary Dove.as. It is not so today. 

Senator Smirn. From my observation when I was on extended ac- 
tive duty in my status as an Air Force reservist last December, which 
you know about, I gathered that there was not a great deal of co- 
operation on the part of local governments and that this could be im- 
proved if some effort was made, especially as to housing and personnel. 

Secretary Douaias. I think we have had good cooperation in a num- 
ber of places. 

If you would like any further information, I would be glad to sub- 
mit it. 

HOUSING CONDITIONS AT CHATEAROUX 


Senator Smirn. I want to make that observation. I made that ob- 
servation in my report and I wondered if anything came out of it. 





| 
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I remember particularly Chatearoux, where some were living in dis- 
graceful conditions, and I thought that the local government could 
have shown some disposition of assisting if they wanted to help us as 
they should in such a place as that. 

Secretary Dovcias. I remember your reference. I would like to see 
what response we have to make with respect to Chatearoux. 

Senator Smiru. Thank you very much. 

(The information requested follows: :) 


The housing at Chateauroux consists of : 





CTI, Ue I cere ete ke ces eet eo etaetcemte eee 3 
Rental quarters, complete and occupied... -<c.ndecnewnnpennccues< 410 
Surplus commodity units under construction ; 20 percent complete______-_ 615 
TF PIRI cs iste insten ssi petites reeesaaebahasnstin tedinsepeeeicteait aaa al meiaicgs eee 74 
Community support units, considered adequate____.___.____.__._____-_____ 105 

I ances ijn nesseang ic tecicialniad cect sinatra teeta aetna 1, 207 
CUPEORE DRORTRN RODEN OUNIIN nici einstein eiae pctskimintieos etna 1, 503 


It is considered that upon completion of this program the requirement will 
be filled to a reasonably satisfactory level. 


HOSPITAL AT CLARK AIR BASE IN THE PHILIPPINES 


Senator Cuavez. General, I think you were going to give some de- 
tails about the program. 

General Rentz. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Dovuetas. Mr. Chairman, I think of one item that I 
would like to discuss. I paid particular attention to it because I hap- 
pened to visit the base during the month of May. That is the hospital 
at Clark Air Force Base in the Philippines. This was eliminated by 
the House committee with a statement that an effort should be made 
to have the cases handled in a veterans’ hospital in Manila. I think 
this must have been due to a misunderstanding because the veterans’ 
hospital is owned by the Philippine Government and is substantially 
fully occupied at the present time. 

The hospital that we seek funds for in Clark Field has been re- 
quired, I would say, over a long period of time. The operating ex- 
penses of this hospital run something over $900,000 or did in 1958, 
and of that amount more than half was reimbursed to the Air Force 
by the Army, the Navy, the State Department, and the United States 
civil agencies served by the hospital. 

The hospital, I would say, could be described as in rather disgrace- 
ful shape to be the one principal hospital facility available to United 
States personnel in this area of the world. 

Senator Dworsnak. It was temporary construction ? 

Secretary Dovcras. Yes, it is temporary frame construction, one- 
story type. 

While I was there I heard the story of the ceiling of the operating 
room falling down the previous day while the o erating room was 
in use. It is something that really requires i ement with con- 
siderable urgency. 

Senator Cuavez. I have heard about that hospital. 

Secretary Douetas. I have heard very good things about the hos- 
pital staff. 

Senator Cuavez. Would this be a replacement, Mr. Secretary, a 
brand new hospital ? 
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Secretary Dovetas. That is right, it is a replacement. 
Senator Cuavez. What is the money involved ? 
Mr. Turner. Senator, $4.9 million is the estimated cost. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


General Rentz. If it pleases the chairman, I would like to high- 
light my statement. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Bric. GEN. WILLIAM E. Rentz, DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF INSTALLATIONS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my statement will provide 
details of the content of the Air Force fiscal year 1959 military construction ap- 
propriation program, show how the various projects relate to overall Air Force 
requirements, and also show our progress and plans for provision of bases 
and facilities needed to properly support the forces, weapon systems, and opera- 
tional objectives. 

STATUS OF BASE REQUIREMENTS 


The Air Force, as an autonomous service, started out with a total of 131 in- 
stallations in 1948. Since that time, and as part of the significant increase in 
the size of the Air Force and its increased missions and responsibilities, there 
has been a tremendous growth in the size and complexity of the Air Force base 
structure. As of December 31, 1957, the number of active bases had increased 
to a total of 276 major installations, of which 163 were inside the United States, 
11 were in United States Territories and possessions, and 102 were in other 
overseas locations. In addition, Air Force activities were located on over 
3,000 minor locations, including the numerous sites of the North American air- 
craft control and warning network. The total number of major installations, 
under current plans will remain approximately the same through fiscal year 
1961, the end position against which the fiscal year 1959 military construction 
program is based. 

The fundamental base structure has been substantially established. The prob- 
lem now facing the Air Force is to adapt the existing base structure to the re- 
quirements of new weapon systems and concepts, including facilities for dis- 
persal and alert of the strategic forces and the fitting of operational missile 
facilities into the existing base structure as far as practicable. Concurrently, 
we must provide the shortages in base personnel and support facilities for these 
new missions and eliminate the operational and support deficiencies for the exist- 
ing missions. 

Although certain adjustments are being made in the composition of the forces 
and in base deployments, existing bases are being adapted to the extent that no 
new major bases are being initiated in this program, although there are several 
new radar sites in the program. 

The request for new appropriations provides for construction at 187 major 
installations, of which 126 are inside the United States, including 10 Reserve 
forces locations, and 61 are outside the United States. In addition, the program 
provides facilities at a number of other sites and locations, including aircraft 
control and warning network projects, facilities for the development, testing, 
and operation of missiles, and classified facilities at various locations. 


PROGRAM SUMMARY 


The Air Force fiscal year 1959 military construction appropriation program is 
summarized in the following table: 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


Fiscal year 1959 military construction appropriation—Program summary 


(In thousands} 








| Prior and Fiscal year 
other auth- 1959 auth- | Total 
| orization orization 

ee a baoenh aa adioh aiid ba | $25, 000 | 0 $25, 000 
Continental United States__...._.___- ; ea 79, 344 | $785, 593 864, 937 
Outside continental United States_...........--..--_-_-- 65, 867 | 122, 968 188, 835 
WE IRIN 5 cnc conn adacaduaabedsaneucumente 16, 000 | 0 16, 000 
Se WNO tb a... ate oe wo cnababiigika akianen | 32, 200 | 0 32, 200 
eT VO HOTU CUMIN NNN a 5 onan an oo ewrabcsaiécaenowenene | 0 4, 550 | 4, 550 

WU PRON seach ea ckewennen alae da inna 218, 411 | 913,111) 1,131, 522 


The program totals $1,131,522,000 of which $218,411,000 represents financing 
of projects authorized in prior years and permanent authorizations, and $913,- 
111,000 consists of projects for which new authorizations have been requested for 
fiscal year 1959. 

Of the $1,131.5 million total program, $25 million are for planning, $864.9 
million are for projects in continental United States, $188.8 million are for proj- 
ects outside continental United States, $16 million are for minor construction 
projects, $32.2 million are for support activities, and $4.6 million are for con- 
struction for the Air Reserve forces. 

I would like to emphasize that these figures still do not give a full picture of 
where the proposed projects in the program will be constructed. Exclusive of 
projects in United States Territories and possessions and projects on the North 
American Continent only 7 percent of the total program is for projects in what 
we would term “foreign” countries. This annually decreasing ratio of foreign 
construction in the Air Force program is in line with the progress being made 
to improve the intercontinental strike capability of the Strategic Air Command 
and the increased contributions to their self-defense by our allies. 

In previous years, it has been the custom to present our program as it relates 
to construction for the various Air Force major commands. This method of pre- 
sentation has lost a major part of its significance under current and planned 
deployments since nearly every Air Force base, although assigned to and ad- 
ministered by one of the commands, has several missions and houses and sup- 
ports the operations of major units of other major commands. 

We can no longer think in terms of SAC units being only on SAC bases or ADC 
units being only on ADC bases. For example, a traditional ADC fighter inter- 
ceptor base now also has become the home of a SAC heavy bomber squadron 
and its supporting tanker refueling squadron in addition to its ADC fighter 
squadron. 

It is considered more appropriate and useful to the committee, therefore, to 
present and discuss the content of our construction program by the program 
objective which the construction supports or, as we have termed it by “package.” 
However, to permit relation of this program, as in the past, to the bases of the 
major commands to which they are assigned, I have included the following table 
which summarizes the program by major command. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


Fiscal year 1959 military construction appropriation program—Major command 
distribution 


{In thousands] 

















| | 
Prior and | New author- Total 
;Otherauthor-| ization | amount 
ization | 
PRE cguttdcne incase - pie conning Ka $25, 000 $25, 000 
Inside continental United States: 
Air Defense Command __. | $66, 411 | 77, 93 
Air Force Academy-.-- 1 3, 372 
Air Materiel Command_-- 34, 072 | 48, 607 
Air Research and Development Command | 16, 256 | 27, 781 
Air Training Command ; | | 16, 064 | 22, 653 
Continental Air Command_--- 13, 566 | 13, 566 
Headquarters Command_-.--- | | 18, 937 | 18, 937 
Military Air Transport Service - _- 3, 608 7, 276 10, 884 
Strategic Air Command. - i ‘ 19, 216 158, 945 178, 161 
Tactical Air Command. ; : 7, 903 | 15, 819 | 23, 722 
Aircraft control and warning 1,039 165, 184 | 23 
AFOAT.. ‘ | 563 | 563 
Reiss Si0 tre So ee FE | 272, 500 | 272, 500 
Total, continental United States_. ; Niles 79, 344 | 785, 593 | 864, 937 
Outside continental United States: | | 
Alaskan Air Command. 1,510 | 26, 416 | 27, 926 
Air Materiel Command.-- | 696 | 696 
Caribbean Air Command_-- | | 1, 540 1, 540 
Military Air Transport Service - -- 9, 838 5, 347 15, 185 
Pacific Air Force___-. ' ‘ ‘ | 8, 927 16, 671 25, 598 
Strategic Air Command 27, 253 23, 134 50, 387 
USAF Europe-- phbeee | 16, 200 19, 952 36, 152 
Aircraft control and warning-- j ; 2, 139 | 29, 003 31, 142 
Re | 209 209 
Total, outside continental United States 65, 867 | 122, 968 | 188, 835 
I cedehiecbadaleitaiabad of 5) 16, 000 
Support activities: 
Access roads___.___.-- ee Oe a i i ath CR Bo its aktmniaa 
Land acquisition ($5,000 and under) -_._......--.-.--.--.-- SP Lina mins deined 
Surplus commodity housing support ata ae | eee 
Rehabilitation of substandard housing__.............--- ; DIGG Tontawtcumadeas 
Title VIII housing support...........-...---- aceite ee 17, 000 


Total, support activities_-.._- 
Reserve forces facilities 








Total program 


PROGRAM OBJECTIVE SUMMARY 


Following is a summary of the program by the major program objectives 
for which construction is being requested. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


Fiscal year 1959 military construction appropriation program—Summary by 
program objective 


Program objective Amount (in | Percent 
| thousands) | of total 





ONIN .—sniteskscibicdavide <stokn js tute Sebeieape eee | $418, 821 37.0 
EID ia a vinsccccstepiddcanidankibipeimemediaiieaes Bi ces ee ee 106, 219 9.4 
WRI SIME CONGIOE . on. 5 cnicccnsnnnenntisdeoduceseldscctiden timaienucdacadae 209, 267 18.5 
TENURE scinnicce ames’ saglsmpie bik eaten oiekeegdbentniaenaaaie puldeigia eee | 14, 873 1.3 
Ne ik 5d Sn ek Bib Ta < cadhinwascdns cdebbbinadesbsaee ee 48, 339 4.3 
Research and development--................- catch ieeitintscimie adie cinal a ae 21, 435 1.9 
Pg ky 8 Re Re ee 4, 550 -4 
Pet@oiahel and Gomi ns doin as caches ddeca bes 63, 084 5.6 
ORNS DOCU s «sii sb tks Sie ib nce mtetatsbiasanbtiiddbene 57, 389 5.1 
Medical. _......... ndicaciiecend iceman eeehuibadbuenaawn suaaimamdbee aaa 28, 523 2.5 
I a ea alain ne te as st anil igen lcs cat tance oe 25, 000 2.2 
Minor construction_.___- sans dil i cuba ins bund en choc nhaitniehpte onbaettaiedanae eesiapthee Oe ee 16, 000 14 
Various operational, training, and support...............-.-.....--..---.---.-.-- 118, 022 10.4 

OUND. cis cnces wu nccandedin beneath tad ee eee 1, 131, 522 100.0 


CONSTRUCTION FOR STRATEGIC FORCES 


The largest portion of the program, $418.8 million or 37 percent of the total 
program, provides facilities in direct support of the strategic strike forces. 
This total consists of facilities for both the manned bombers and their support- 
ing tanker aircraft and for ballistic and other types of strategic missiles. 


BALLISTIC MISSILES 


In the basic fiscal year 1958 and prior years’ programs, construction was pro- 
vided for research, test, and training facilities at various locations for both the 
intercontinental and intermediate range ballistic missiles; to develop the first 
operational site for the ATLAS ICBM at Cooke Air Force Base, Calif.; and to 
initiate construction of a second operational site for the ATLAS ICBM at 
Warren Air Force Base, Wyo. 

The ATLAS program has been accelerated by means of the fiscal year 1958 
supplemental construction appropriation which the committee approved earlier 
in this session. That construction program accelerated the completion date for 
the first operational site at Cooke and the operational facilities for the first 
squadron at Warren Air Force Base. The funds provided by the fiscal year 
1958 supplemental program also have been applied to the construction of facili- 
ties for additional ATLAS squadrons. 

It had been planned originally, under the fiscal year 1958 supplemental, to 
construct additional facilities at Warren AFB for ATLAS squadrons prior to 
proceeding with construction at additional sites. However, upon completion of 
the planning for these facilities, it was found that the construction activity 
which would be involved at Warren, under that plan, was of such magnitude 
that it could not be efficiently or economically accomplished and that completion 
of operational facilities for these squadrons would be delayed. It was deter- 
mined, therefore, that to provide a greater number of operational ATLAS sites 
at earlier dates, it was necessary to initiate construction at additional sites. 
Under this plan, facilities will be provided concurrently at Warren AFB; Offutt 
Air Force Base, Nebr. ; and Fairchild Air Force Base, Wash. 

The largest package in the strategie portion of this fiscal year 1959 construc- 
tion program provides $165.9 million for ballistic missiles. This amount includes 
construction of operational ATLAS facilities at one additional location, not 
yet firmly selected, and support facilities for both the previously programed 
ATLAS sites and the new ATLAS site. It also includes construction of hardened 
facilities for the TITAN ICBM. In addition, the fiscal year 1959 program pro- 
vides for construction of operational facilities for the intermediate range ballis- 
tic missile at overseas locations and for test and training facilities for both 
the ICBM and the IRBM at Cooke AFB. 
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OTHER STRATEGIC MISSILES 


The sum of $29.6 million is included in the program for strategic missiles other 
than the ballistic type. This package contains facilities for the HOUND DOG 
and the QUAIL air-to-surface missiles carried by the Strategic Air Command 
B47 and B-52 bombers to provide them with greater penetration capability. 
The package also provides facilities in the United States for the GOOSE which 
is a surface-to-surface air-breathing missile with an intercontinental range. 
Facilities for the GOOSE missile also were provided in fiscal year 1958. 


MANNED STRATEGIC FORCES 


Although operational missiles are entering into our weapons inventory and 
promise tremendous additions to our military capabilities, our main offensive 
punch is still contained in the manned bomber forces of the Strategic Air Com- 
mand with its fleets of heavy jet bombers, the B—52’s, and medium jet bombers, 
the B-47’s. 

The Soviets possess the advantages of initiative and surprise. Therefore, the 
Air Force must be capable of maintaining its strategic offensive force in the 
highest state of readiness possible with the least possible vulnerability to attack 
and from which it can react rapidly upon receipt of tactical warning. 

SAC’s capability to launch its strike force in the event of a surprise attack 
is dependent upon four basic factors: (1) Warning; (2) alert facilities; (8) dis- 
persal; and (4) personnel. For each of these factors, the availability of suf- 
ficient and proper facilities is a vital element in the attainment of the required 
degree of capability. 

B-52 FACILITIES AND DISPERSAL 


To reduce the vulnerability and increase the response capability of the heavy 
bomber force, the Air Force, in fiscal year 1957, initiated a program to disperse 
the programed 33 B-52 squadrons on the basis of a single squadron per base. 
At that time, 11 bases, which had been the homes for the 11 B-386 wings, were 
available for adaption for use by the B—52’s. Each of these 11 bases has been 
adapted, with some necessary additional construction, to the requirements for 
1 B-52 squadron plus associated tankers. 

The fiscal year 1957 construction program provided construction at 11 addi- 
tional existing Air Force bases, increasing the total B-52 bases programed to 
22. In the basic fiscal year 1958 construction program, 5 more existing bases 
were expanded and adapted, making a total of 27 B—52 bases. The fiscal year 
1958 supplemental program, approved by the committee last February con- 
tained the first increment of construction to adapt an additional 6 existing bases 
which would provide the total 33 bases needed for B—52 squadron dispersal and 
their associated KC—135 jet refueling tanker aircraft. 

The construction program we are presenting today contains $63.6 million for 
additional facilities which will substantially complete current requirements for 
full dispersal of the 33 B-52 squadrons. 

It has also been the objective of the Air Force to disperse the medium bombers 
on the basis of a single wing per base. Under present plans, the medium bomber 
force will be located on 20 bases at the end of fiscal year 1961. Construction 
of one of the bases, Richard Bong Air Force Base, Wis., was initiated with funds 
provided last year. This program contains $16.1 million to provide a second 
increment of construction at that base. 


SAC TANKER RELOCATION 


In the fiscal year 1958 supplemental program, funds were provided for con- 
struction which would permit the relocation of KC-—97 tanker refueling squadrons 
from southern bases in the United States to locations in northern areas from 
which they can operate without delay in support of strike missions by the B-47 
medium bombers. Against a current requirement to relocate 11 KC—97 squad- 
rons, the fiscal year 1958 supplemental program provided the first increment of 
facilities for 9 squadrons on 8 existing bases. 

This fiscal year 1959 program contains $35.7 million for additional short lead- 
time items for the first 9 squadrons; facilities needed to relocate the 10th squad- 
ron on 1 of the first 8 bases; and facilities at Brunswick Naval Air Station, 
Maine, for the 11th squadron. 








MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 469 


ALERT FACILITIES 


The advent of an enemy ICBM threat dictates the necessity for capability, 
after initial warning, of a 15-minute response by the SAC forces to insure their 
ability to survive and strike back. Under this objective, it is planned that one- 
third of the SAC forces will be maintained on continuous alert. The achieve- 
ment of this capability requires construction of special facilities at the SAC 
bases. 

Construction of base facilities which directly contribute to such an alert 
eapability was initiated in the fiscal year 1957 military construction program. 
This initial construction consisted only of the provision of a certain portion of 
the aircraft parking apron in an alert configuration on those bases expanded for 
the dispersal of the heavy bomber squadrons where additional parking apron was 
needed. Following this principle, alert parking areas were provided at 7 heavy 
bomber bases by the fiscal year 1957 military construction program and at 5 more 
heavy bomber bases by the fiscal year 1958 military construction program. 

In addition to alert aircraft parking areas, ready crew and security facilities, 
and supporting utilities are needed for full alert capability. The fiscal year 1958 
supplemental program provided the first sizable construction increment for SAC 
alert, with $24.6 million provided for construction of the first ready crew and 
alert facilities as well as alert pavements at additional bases for both medium 
bombers and heavy bombers. 

The sum of $82.6 million is included in this request for alert facilities which, 
together with certain alert facilities provided as part of the dispersal package, 
provides short lead-time items on certain bases where projects requiring longer 
times for construction were started in prior years’ construction programs. In 
addition it provides the full alert construction requirement at bases where no 
long lead-time construction is necessary. This fiscal year 1959 alert package 
substantially completes the construction needed for achievement of the 15- 
minute response capability as currently planned, except for aircraft shelters 
in northern areas, for which the requirement has not been finally determined. 


OTHER STRATEGIC FACILITIES 


The remaining $25.3 million under the strategic heading includes various 
operational and support facilities at overseas locations from which SAC units 
will operate or through which they will stage in wartime operations and at 
which they conduct peacetime maneuvers and rotation training missions. In 
addition, this package provides special ordnance storage facilities at SAC bomber 
bases in the United States. 


DEFENSE FACILITIES 


Facilities for active air defense amount to $106.2 million or 9.4 percent of 
the total program. Of this total, the major portion, $98.4 million, is for installa- 
tions inside the United States. 


DEFENSE MISSILES 


The largest package within this defense grouping is that for the BOMARC 
missile, amounting to $77 million. Construction of facilities for this missile was 
initiated in the fiscal year 1958 construction program at four locations. This 
fiscal year 1959 request will add facilities at 10 additional locations. 

For the BOMARC missile squadrons, it is planned, where practicable, to place 
the facilities on or near existing Air Force or other military installations, with 
the support facilities, including housing, located on the main base. 


OTHER DEFENSE FACILITIES 


The other $29.2 million for defense facilities includes: (1) facilities at four 
United States bases to which fighter interceptor aircraft are being redeployed to 
improve continental United States intercept coverage; (2) additional facilities 
at Tyndall and MacDill Air Force Bases, Fla., the 2 air defense weapons em- 
ployment centers, to provide increased capability for the training of fighter 
interceptor pilots in weapons utilization and employment and new intercept 
techniques; (3) storage, assembly, and check-out facilities for air-to-air missiles 
and rockets, including those with nuclear warheads; (4) installation of electri- 
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cal outlets in parking aprons to provide instant power for century-series fighter 
interceptors; and (5) aircraft shelters for interceptors on 6 northern United 
States bases to insure their instant readiness during inclement weather. 


WARNING AND CONTROL 


Directly related to the capability of both the strategic and defense forces for 
instant response to an attack, and also to permit maximum reaction in civil 
defense, is the provision of the earliest possible warning that an attack is im- 
pending. Improved enemy capabilities to launch an attack upon this country, 
both by manned bombers and by ballistic missiles, dictates that continued im- 
provements and expansion of our warning systems be made. 

This program contains $209.3 million, or 18.5 percent of the total, for additional 
warning and control facilities. 


RADAR IMPROVEMENT 


The largest increment of the warning and control portion is for the first 
phase of a program of radar improvements for which $100 million is included 
in this program. This package principally provides facilities, at primary radar 
sites in the United States, for the installation of high-powered and long-range 
radars to provide a frequency diversity capability in the warning system. This 
will improve identification capabilities as well as decreasing enemy capabilities 
to effectively utilize electronic countermeasures against our radars. The con- 
struction involved in this type of radar improvement consists primarily of the 
procurement and installation of enclosed radar towers and the provision of large 
quantities of electric power for operation of the newer high-powered radars. 


DEW LINE 


The main portion of the DEW line is now operational and the Aleutian and 
eastward extensions are under construction. Construction of two stations of 
the eastward extension was initiated with $20 million provided in last year’s 
program. This program provides an additional $25 million for the two remain- 
ing radar stations required and for communications links to the main DEW 
line and the eastern segment of the warning system. 


NEW RADAR SITES AND SUPPORT FACILITIES 


Thirty-one and one-tenth million dollars are included in the program for the 
construction of 6 new primary radar sites and 8 unmanned automatie gap filler 
sites, and for various additional operational, support and personnel facilities 
at aircraft control and warning sites, worldwide. 


SAGE FACILITIES 


The SAGE (semiautomatic ground environment) system, under present plans, 
involves the construction of technical and support facilities for 36 SAGE 
centers (computers) for 29 SAGE sectors (locations). SAGE centers 1 through 
26 have been constructed or initiated with funds provided in the fiscal year 
1958 supplemental and prior construction programs. The fiscal year 1959 
program includes $33.8 million for technical facilities for SAGE centers 27 
through 30, support facilities for centers previously authorized and communica- 
tions facilities at various radar sites to tie their operation into the automatic 
features of the SAGE system. 


JOINT MANUAL DIRECTION CENTERS 


Twelve and two-tenths million dollars are included in the program to provide 
the Air Force portion of joint Army-Air Force operated manual direction cen- 
ters for the Army NIKE missile at bases inside the United States. Present 
plans call for a number of centers in this system, also known as the Missile 
Master, with the Air Force being the host at some centers and the Army being 
the host at the other centers. 

This program will provide technical and support facilities at the Air Force 
locations and technical facilities only at the Army locations. 
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TACTICAL 


In the tactical area, the major package in this program provides $9.9 million 
for facilities for additional tactical missile units and to improve the capability 
of existing MATADOR missile units at overseas locations. 


MATERIEL 


The $48.3 million included in the program for materiel facilities consists of 
modifications and improvements in depot warehouses; additional aircraft main- 
tenance facilities at the Air Materiel Command depots; modification of existing 
facilities at the Memphis General Depot, Tenn., for logistical operations asso- 
ciated with the motor vehicle support activity relocated from the Mallory Air 
Force Depot; base supply and maintenance facilities at various installations; 
area POL facilities at one United States base and at Pacific bases; and port fa- 
cilities at an Atlantic base. 


RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


Construction requested for research and development facilities amounts to 
$21.4 million, consisting primarily of guided missile testing and range facilities 
at Eglin Air Force Base, Fla., and its down range stations; a high temperature 
test facility at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio; and additional facilities 
at Arnold Engineering Development Center, Tenn. Although the construction 
requested in this program for research and development is less than in prior 
years, this does not mean a lessening of emphasis by the Air Force on these es- 
sential activities. It does indicate, however, that the substantial prior years’ 
construction for research purposes has kept pace with the needs to support the 
research and development programs conducted from facilities furnished by the 
Air Force. In fact, research and development activities are being continued at 
a high level and the total Air Force appropriation request in fiscal year 1959 for 
research and development exceeds the amounts appropriated for that purpose 
in fiscal year 1958. This is exclusive of amounts separately budgeted by the 
newly established ARPA, some of which may be transferred to the Air Force to 
carry out programs which the Air Force had already initiated and had financed 
during fiscal year 1958. 


RESERVE FORCES CONSTRUCTION 


The Air Force Reserve has been converted to a flying-unit force composed of 
15 wings or 42 squadrons of troop carrier, 5 air-rescue squadrons, and 18 navi- 
gator-training squadrons. Three troop-carrier squadrons will be added during 
this coming year, giving a level-off total troop-carrier program of 15 wings or 
45 squadrons. In addition, Air Reserve training will be conducted at 82 non- 
flying Air Reserve centers. The skilled officers and airmen of these units will 
directly support the individual mobilization requirements of the major com- 
mands on D-day. 

In support of this planned force, 37 locations are required for the flying 
units of the Air Force Reserve. Many of these sites will be utilized jointly 
with the Navy, Regular Air Force units, and the Air National Guard. Flying 
training is currently being conducted at 34 locations from complete or partially 
completed facilities. Three additional squadron locations will come into being 
as a result of funds appropriated through fiscal year 1958 and funds requested 
in this fiscal year 1959 program; $4,550,000 are included in this program to 
construct Reserve-forces facilities at 10 flying training centers, located on four 
Air Force bases, 2 naval air stations, and 4 municipal airports. Future con- 
struction programs will provide additional facilities to improve the effective- 
ness of training and increase the capability of the flying units of the Air Force 
Reserve. 


PERSONNEL AND COMMUNITY 


It has been pointed out frequently that weapons are no better than the people 
who maintain and operate them. But the Air Force, as in other services, is 
having great difficulty in obtaining and retaining the highly skilled, well-trained 
personnel it needs to operate, maintain, and manage these complex and costly 
weapons. These types of people deservedly should be rewarded for their skills 
and experience. A very significant achievement recently has been made in this 
respect by the approval of the new military pay bill by the Congress, which by 
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itself, will provide a strong incentive for entrance and continuation of military 
career service. 

The Air Force considers that the provision of facilities which contribute to a 
decent standard of living for its officers, airmen, and their families is of equal 
importance with operational facility requirements. 

The personnel facilities considered essential consist not only of family and 
troop housing, but also adequate medical facilities, recreational facilities, re- 
ligious facilities, and various community facilities including schools, commis- 
saries, and post exchanges. 

Exclusive of family housing, $63.1 million, or 5.6 percent of the total pro- 
gram, make up the separate personnel and community facilities package in this 
program. The major portion of this amount, $45.7 million, consists of troop 
housing and dining facilities and the balance of $17.4 million is for recreational, 
religious, and community facilities. 

It is desired to point out that this $63.1 million package includes only those 
personnel and community facilities which are not directly related to and in- 
cluded as part of the other program objective packages which I have discussed. 
Including the amounts in the other packages, the total personnel and com- 
munity facilities in this fiscal year 1959 appropriation request amount to $92.8 
million or 8.2 percent of the total program. 


FAMILY HOUSING 


We are making steady progress in providing family housing for our officers 
and upper grade airmen particularly by means of the title VIII program of the 
National Housing Act. Of the current active title VIII program for approxi- 
mately 53,000 units, as of July 31, 1958, 4,911 units at 10 locations have been 
completed, 25,246 units are under construction at 44 locations, and the balance 
are in various stages leading to contracts. 

The total amount in the program for family housing is $57,389,000, or 5.1 per- 
cent of the total program and consists of the following: 


Peeerinten Gand ROmnn tee ean en ee ee $30, 389, 000 
Support for'titie VIII (Capehart) housing............- ...-.-_.. 17, 000. 000 
Support for surplus commodity housing._.......---......-2:. 4, 000, 000 
Rehabilitation of substandard quarters____-__---_-._______-_____ 6, 000, 000 


Sain i i cs i Ne Wipe ns ik fi asc 389, 000 


Total D7 


The family housing projects to be constructed with 


appropriated funds are as 
follows: 

















Number | Cost 
of units | 
Inside continental United States: | 
Rnetiies DP ROME: «4 3c bsib oi eneses ~ cddnewtlnmshewitd -odabddsdaadbbis 27 $459, 000 
A Te PR i atecantintinennanietcinenanunmnensendaniiesnicnsitabnial 27 | 505, 000 
es A Cee UNE So io iced dc aee ctcéadaudbsebedendobodisbosind 54 964, 000 
Outside continental United States: > aie 
a eueienruaepecteaeah italia ce imac tien an deidedlcielcdihdniaieaieiaaiallt 27 713, 000 
SRUIEONN Fi iss INS 2500 oc Pde ic dh iL cece ide decal duasecadbaabeacesd 27 713, 000 
Ries tes AG: CON acd chasenscenebbanddéhless oniidbutliboindaaced 27 713, 000 
Ernest Harmon AFB, Newf-undland, Canada_-_-_-...................-..-.-.. 200 8, 800, 000 
teas a minradidln wes rock eee aaiaabninral 296 12, 926, 000 
UN NE SS TA a ld. Sakae ndédeavecseeddssdukdncdtcelnn 100 2, 224, 000 
ENC BO sn ako cccnbatind Mdetlbdswed-taink tobe oS 4e ante lisian dein 150 3, 336, 000 
te IE TINE TIO a 5 cneeenie ci pwawrnecnennececepaionapinsmpeense 827 29, 425, 000 
Ga) are WIAG sho cist tsceidnde cqcbscdsn chads debidebss tebbclnenitedtbnanh 881 30, 389, 000 








The 2 projects in the United States and the first 3 projects in Canada represent 
an additional increment of housing to support the aircraft control and warning 
sites. Prior programs of family housing for this activity totals 2,348 units, of 
which 434 units have already been completed and 1,914 units are in various stages 
of construction, contract award, and design. With a few exceptions, the Air 


Force plan of providing an initial increment of 27 units of housing at each air- 
craft control and warning site is nearing completion. 
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The need for the housing requested at the remaining four locations outside the 
United States is vital and urgently required to assure that the Air Force missions 
at these locations will not be impeded. 

The $17 million for title VIII family housing will provide the appropriated 
dollar support for family housing projects to be constructed under the provisions 
of title VIII of the National Housing Act. These funds are utilized for land 
acquisition, offsite utilities, site preparation, architect-engineer services, and for 
FHA appraisal and eligibility statement and filing fees. 

The 84 million for surplus commodity family housing will be required to aug- 
ment the overseas family housing programs which are financed primarily from 
foreign currencies acquired pursuant to the Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954 or through other commodity transactions of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. These funds will be utilized to support family hous- 
ing construction programed in fiscal year 1959 in foreign countries, by the pro- 
curement of materials and services which cannot be obtained with foreign 
currencies due to their nonavailability in the host country and by the payment 
of certain administrative and supervision charges. 

Six million dollars are requested for rehabilitation, alteration, and improve- 
ment of existing public quarters which have been declared inadequate under the 
provisions of Public Law 85-241 and instructions issued by the Bureau of the 
Budget. The amount requested in this program will provide for improvement of 
approximately 1,000 units at various locations in the United States, representing 
about half of the planned program of family housing improvement. 


MEDICAL 


The medical facilities package of $28.5 million provides $26.9 million for 8 
new hospitals and 1 replacement hospital at bases in the United States; 1 
replacement hospital overseas; and $1.6 million for other medical facilities 
including 1 dental clinic and 4 dispensaries. 


PLANNING 


The $25 million for planning will provide those funds needed in fiscal year 
1950 for site surveys, development of initial base master plans, design, and 
advance planning of fiscal year 1960 projects. 


MINOR CONSTRUCTION 


The $16 million for minor construction provides for the construction of un- 
foreseen new facilities and additions to or conversions of existing facilities 
which are urgently required in the interest of national defense and are not 
specifically authorized. 


VARIOUS OPERATIONAL, TRAINING AND SUPPORT 


The projects included in this package, which amounts to $118 million, provide 
facilities at various bases of all commands. 

$18.9 million of this amount are for construction at Andrews Air Force Base, 
Md. This construction provides the first increment of facilities needed by the 
Air Force to implement plans for phasing Air Force and Navy flying activities 
out of Bolling Air Force Base, Washington National Airport, and Anacostia 
Naval Air Station. The Air Force construction at Andrews in this program 
includes the long leadtime airfield construction plus support facilities which will 
accommodate the Air Force flying activity to be moved from Washington Na- 
tional Airport. The additional facilities needed to accommodate the flying 
activities to be moved from Bolling AFB will be included in subsequent con- 
struction programs. 


AIR FORCE ACADEMY 


Three million three hundred and seventy-two thousand dollars are included in 
the program under this package to provide additional facilities at the Air Force 
Academy. The items included in the Academy program include roadway facili- 
ties, erosion control and landscaping, diesel-fuel storage, and additional funds 
for the hospital. 

At the present time construction of the permanent Academy is 80 percent 


complete. Of the $125 million under contract, $83 million worth of work is in 


29525—a)S8 31 
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place. The total amount authorized and funded to date is approximately $135.4 
million. 

Other major items in the various operational, training, and support package 
include $7.4 million for facilities for the United States Air Force Institute of 
Technology at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio, and $5 million for 
the replacement or relocation of off-base access roads. Construction work related 
to the latter is performed for the Air Force by the Bureau of Public Roads after 
certification by the Secretary of Defense. The balance of this package consists 
of facilities for classified activities at overseas locations, and operational, 
training, and administrative facilities, utilities, and real estate at various bases 
both inside and outside continental United States. 


CATEGORIES OF CONSTRUCTION 


In the preceding summary of the program, by program objectives, each of the 
program packages discussed includes facilities that fall under the various stand- 
ard Department of Defense construction categories. To provide the committee 
with a corollary analysis of the program, the following table shows the distribu- 
tion of the program by major construction category. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


Fiscal year 1959 military construction appropriation—program by construction 
categories 


{In thousands of dollars] 


monrntieeh Rate Wainingn.. asics oe i a de 297, 653 
painhomenee emt prodwetiote nani ee ee a. bet 72, 429 
mene en iGergienneent, 20) tis ci ee. badd 21, 302 


I os on ss ec eee ee eh 40, 777 
I adsl godin fils cassis om cceogakindp cee ave 29, 793 


Administrative_______ apache ian nc eR ce ae os nearer RE 4,814 
IC a ele ame nan uannegeene 150, 417 
Ruane ae eee eempyeremce (2 ee ee 93, 486 
poe! .:wnse oi eee see oe eee ee ee ree te 1, 394 
Real estate improvements____------~-~~- en ee ec pte side terete 1S 
Various, not identified by specific construction item ____-_ eet eaeute 417, 679 

SO | ee sara cena Mla cca latcsiatach tannins seicia atact cen a i 1,131, 522 


The large amount shown in the table as “Various” is for projects which are 
not identified by specific construction item. Such projects consist principally 
of ballistic, strategic, and defense missile facilities, radar improvements; the 


new radar gap filler sites; a classified activity ; planning; and minor construction. 
REAL ESTATE 


The Air Foree seeks approval in this program to acquire inside the United 
States various identified interests in 4,618 acres of land, mineral rights over 
Government land at Beale Air Force Base, Calif., and various identified and 
unidentified land interests for which the cost of one parcel does not exceed 
$5,000, at a total cost of $1,394,000. These land interests are required primarily 
to extend runways at existing installations; to develop facilities for the guided 
missile programs; to establish clearances for flight safety in runway approach 
zones ; to provide safety clearances for weapons storage facilities ; and to expand 
operational and support facilities. In addition, certain real estate interests, 
not yet firmly delineated, will be acquired under the approval requested for the 
frequency diversity and missile programs. The following table summarizes 
the identified land items in the program. 











MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 475 


Land interests in Air Force—fiscal year 1959 military construction appropriation 











Interest | Acres | Cost 
Fee purchase... -.-.-....-- eahatas eae nts ase bi co renee teed Wie deadinwe. wt 1, 333 $1, 027, 000 
Restrictive easement - ..- . Siecle sci uation indatioas «ia endaeapseloiarnin iene 1, 702 10, 000 
Ce WRONG. 2b. inns SS edb ese Le Ae ee 1, 347 46, 000 
Right-of-way easement -. bine 236 88, 000 
, SP ae ee ee wee ee ee LS 23, 000 
Minor acquisitions ($5,000 and under) --..---- a LS 200, 000 
| 


4,618 | 1, 394, 000 


DISPOSAL OF REAL PROPERTY 


The Air Force is continuing its policy to acquire only that land needed for 
present and immediately foreseeable operations and to relinquish lands for which 
continued requirements are not foreseen. During calendar year 1957, the Air 
Force issued directives to dispose of 1,165,060 acres of land and 253,333 square 
feet of space in buildings in the United States. A summation of disposals by 
type follows: (1) Land returned to public domain, 29,606 acres. (2) Govern- 
ment-owned land, with improvements, 2,262 acres; this land will be returned to 
the tax rolls, resulting in increased revenue for the communities concerned. 
Further, the sale of this property results in certain moneys being deposited in 
the Treasury of the United States. (3) Leases canceled, 17,389 acres of land, 
and 253,333 square feet of space in buildings. Cancellation of these leases re- 
sults in reductions of $689,152 per annum in lease costs, as well as considerable 
reductions in annual maintenance costs. (4) Lesser interests, such as easements 
and permits, which were canceled or otherwise disposed of totaled 1,115,803 
acres. 

REPLACEMENT OF SUBSTANDARD FACILITIES 


The primary demand on available Air Force construction dollars since the 
major build-up of the Air Force began in 1950 has been to provide ready base fa- 
cilities for new requirements. Coupled with this factor was the relatively in- 
sufficient and substandard base facilities available to the Air Force at the con- 
clusion of World War II. As a result, it has been difficult to overcome con- 
currently the backlog of base facility deficiencies for existing missions and badly 
needed replacement of the substandard facilities which have continued to de- 
preciate with age and use and which the Air Force has been forced to continue 
in use with excessively high operation and maintenance expenditures. 

We have tried to place more emphasis on this replacement requirement, with 
special attention being accorded to the replacement of substandard troop housing 
and dining facilities. Weare making progress in this direction and the program 
we are presenting today includes $55.4 million for replacement projects. 

The Air Force intends, to the maximum extent possible within annual con- 
struction program limitations, to continue its efforts in this direction until a 
satisfactory level of replacement of its substandard facilities is reached. 


AIR FORCE CONSTRUCTION AGENTS 


The Corps of Engineers is the principal construction agent for the Air Force. 
In addition, the Bureau of Yards and Docks performs Air Force construction in 
certain areas. The Air Force accomplishes a small amount of its own construc- 
tion in areas where neither the Corps of Engineers nor the Bureau of Yards and 
Docks have established construction activities and, in some cases, constructs 
certain technical facilities peculiar to the Air Force. The Air Force fiscal year 
1958 military construction program is being implemented through Air Force con- 
struction agents in approximately the following amounts: 


Percent 
Corps. of Enginesrh: Unite® BinGee Artis ons cn cc eickcsccncticcnoees 81 
Bureau of Yards and Docks, United States Navy__.---___.._-_--_-----_-- 16 
Bile THORS COMIN civics dec ragdcsinecntcicntacapndsvakcia mien rade’ eeeibaitiemeeeiae 3 
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CONCLUSION 


In formulating its military construction program for fiscal year 1959, the Air 
Force has recognized that funds are not unlimited and the achievement of pri- 
mary objectives are possible only by insuring that its construction resources are 
allocated wisely and economically. To this end, we have attempted to select 
for inclusion in this program those projects which will provide the greatest meas: 
ure of capability to Air Force missions and contribute most to the well-being of 
Air Force personnel. 

We shall be happy to discuss any aspects of our program and to furnish any 
additional information the committee may desire. 


REQUIREMENTS OF NEW WEAPON SYSTEMS 


General Rentz. The problem now facing the Air Force is to adapt 
the existing base structure to the requirements of new weapon sys- 
tems and concept, including fac ilities for dispersal and alert of the 
strategic forces and the fitting of ear missile facilities into 
the existing base structure as far as practicable. Concurrently, we 
must provide the shortages in base 2 sonihel and support facilities for 
these new missions and eliminate the operational and support defi- 
ciencies for the existing missions. 

The program totals $1,131,522,000 of which $218,411,000 represents 
financing of projects authorized in prior years and permanent author- 
izations, and $913,111,000 consists of projects for which new authoriza- 
tions have been requested and pending for fiscal vear 1959. 

Of the $1,132 million total program, $25 million are for planning, 
$865 million are for projects in continental United States, $189 mil- 
lion are for projects outside continental United States, $16 million 
are for minor construction projects, $32 million are for support activ- 
ities, and $5 million are for construction for the Air Reserve Forces. 


CONSTRUCTION FOR STRATEGIC FORCES 


The largest portion of the program, $419 million or 37 percent of 
the total program, provides facilities in direct support of the strate- 
gic strike forces. This total consists of facilities for both the manned 
bombers and their supporting tanker aircraft and for ballistic and 
other types of strategic missiles. 


BALLISTIC MISSILES 


The largest package in the strategic portion of this fiscal year 1959 
construction program provides $ $165.9 million for ballistic missiles. 
This amount includes construction of operational ATLAS facilities 
at one additional location, and support facilities for both the pre- 
viously programed AT LAS sites and the new ATLAS site. It also 
includes construction of hardened facilities for the TITAN ICBM. 
In addition, the fiscal year 1959 program provides for construction of 
operational facilities for the intermediate range ballistic missile at 
overseas locations and for test and training facilities for both the 


ICBM andthe IRBM at Cooke AFB. 


MANNED STRATEGIC FORCES 


Although operational missiles are entering into our weapons in- 
ventory and promise treme ‘ndous ad litions to our military capabilities, 
our main offensive punch is still contained in the manned bomber 
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forces of the Strategic Air Command with its fleets of heavy jet 
bombers, the B-52’s, and medium jet bombers, the B-47’s. 


B-—52 FACILITIES AND DISPERSAL 


To reduce the vulnerability and increase the response capability of 
the heavy bomber force, the Air Force, i in fecal year 1957, initiated a 
program to disperse the programed 33 B-52 squadrons on the basis of 
a single squadron per base. 

The construction program we are presenting today contains $64 mil- 
lion for facilities which will substantially complete current require- 
ments for full dispersal of the 33 B-52 squadrons. 


SAC TANKER RELOCATION 


In the fiscal year 1958 supplemental program, funds were provided 
for construction which would permit the relocation of KC—97 tanker 
refueling squadrons to locations from which they can operate without 
delay in support of strike missions by the B-47 medium bombers. 
Against a current requirement to relocate 11 KC-97 squadrons, the 
fiscal year 1958 supplemental program provided the first increment 
of facilities for 9 squadrons, on 8 existing bases. 

This fiscal year, 1959, program contains $36 million for additional 
short-lead-time items for the first 9 squadrons; facilities needed to re- 
locate the 10th squadron on 1 of the first 8 bases; and facilities at 
Brunswick Naval Air Station, Maine, for the 11th squadron. 


ALERT FACILITIES 


The fiscal year 1958 supplemental program provided the first sizable 
construction increment for SAC alert, with $24.6 million provided for 
construction of the first ready crew and alert facilities as well as alert 
pavements at additional bases for both medium bombers and heavy 
bombers. 

$82.6 million are included in this request for alert facilities which 
substantially completes the construction needed for achievement of 
the 15-minute response capability as currently planned, except for air- 
craft shelters in northern areas, for which the requirement has not 
been finally determined. 

DEFENSE FACILITIES 


Fac ilities for active air defense amounts to $106 million or 9.4 per- 
cent of the total program. Of this total, the major portion, $98 mil- 
lion, is for installations inside the United States. 


DEFENSE MISSILES 
The largest package within this defense grouping is that for the 
BOMARC missile, amounting to $77 million. Construction of facili- 
ties for this missile was initiated in the fiscal year 1958 construction 


program at four locations. This fiscal year 1959 request will add fa- 
cilities at 10 additional locations. 


WARNING AND CONTROL 


Directly related to the capability of both the strategic and defense 
forces for instant response to an attack, and also to permit maximum 
reaction in civil defense, is the provision of the earliest possible warn- 
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ing that an attack is impending. Improved enemy capabilities to 
launch an attack upon this country, both by manned bombers and by 
ballistic missiles, dictate that continued improvements and expansion 
of our warning systems be made. 

This program contains $209 million, or 18.5 percent of the total 
program for additional warning and control facilities. 


PERSONNEL AND COMMUNITY 


The Air Force considers that the provision of facilities which con- 
tribute to a decent standard of living for its officers, airmen, and their 
families is of equal importance with ‘operational facility requirements. 

exclusive of family housing, $93 million, or 8.2 percent of the 
total program, is devoted to personnel and community facilities. The 

major portion of this amount consists of troop housing and dining 
facilities and the balance is for recreational, religious, and community 
facilities. 
FAMILY HOUSING 


We are making steady progress in providing family housing for 
our officers and upper grade airmen particularly by means of the title 
VIII program of the National Housing Act. Of the current active 
title VIII program for approximately 53,000 units, as of July 31, 
1958, 4,911 units at 10 locations have been completed, 25,246 units are 
under construction at 44 locations, and the alance are in various 
stages leading to contract awards. 

othe total amount in the program for family housing is $57,389,000 

5.1 percent of the total program. 


ANDREWS AIR FORCE BASE 


$18.9 million are included in the program for construction at An- 
drews Air Force Base, Md. This construction provides the first incre- 
ment of facilities needed by the Air Force to implement plans for 
hasing Air Force and Navy flying activities out of Bolling Re Force 
3ase, Washington National Airport, and Anacostia Naval Air Sta- 
tion. The Air Force construction at Andrews in this program in- 
cludes the long-lead-time airfield construction plus support facilities 
which will accommodate the Air Force flying activity to be moved 
from Washington National Airport. 


CONCLUSION 


In formulating its military construction program for fiscal year 
1959, the Air Force has recognized that cilia net are not unlimited ‘and 
the achievement of primary ‘objectives are possible only by insuring 
that its construction resources are allocated wisely and economically. 
To this end, we have attempted to select for inclusion in this program 
those projects which will provide the greatest measure of capability 
to Air Force missions and contribute most to the well-being of Air 
Force personnel. 

We shall be happy to discuss any aspects of our program and to fur- 
nish any additional information the committee may desire. 

Senator Cuavez. General, if you will permit me to interrupt for a 
moment, it appears that the young lady has some 18 or 20 West Ger- 
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man schoolteachers and they would like to see an American committee 
hearing goingon. Iam going to invite them in. 
General Rentz. Yes. 


ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR AIR FORCE ACADEMY 


Senator DworsHak. Could you tell us anything about the addi- 
tional funds for the Air Force Academy? ‘Was there anything of 
unusual importance in that ? 

General Rentz. No, sir. There was not. It was an amount that 
could not easily be translated into a percentage of the program. It 
is three-million-some-odd dollars. 

Senator DworsHak. I note your comment that construction at the 
present time is about 80 percent complete. 

General Rentz. That is right, sir. 


CRITICISM ABOUT WASTE AND EXTRAVAGANCE 


Senator DworsHak. You are still getting a lot of criticism from 
the press and many suorces about waste, extravagance, and inefficiency 
in planning of this Academy. Have you been fortified and prepared 
to combat this? I suppose that is a question for you, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Doucras. I have not been an active participant all the 
time but I have been closely aware of all the steps that have been 

taken from the time the original authorization bill was passed and 
the site finally chosen until the recent difficulties to which you refer. 
I think a good many of our difficulties stem from the rather emotional 
feelings about the design of the Academy. 

However, I believe that they are not limited to that, but I do think 
the strong feelings on that subject lend a good deal of fuel to the 
criticism we have had. 

I feel strongly that we have made a serious mistake in that the 
House committee has a proper complaint that we did not keep them 
promptly advised throughout the planning and contracting stages 
when, due to a change in scope and perhaps bad preliminary estimates 
in some instances, resulted i in higher prices than they had been advised 
of when the fiscal year 1957 appropriation was justified. 

Actually, when one goes through, item by item, and has a back- 
ground understanding ‘of what was involved in the increased con- 
tract amounts, I think that the criticism tends to be substantially 
reduced. 

TOTAL COST 


Senator Dworsuax. What will the total cost be as compared to 
the original estimate ? 

Senator Cuavez. I think $136 million. 

Secretary Dovetas. The difficulty we had there was a figure of 
$126 million, which was in the original construction authorization 
bill, was taken hold of and it was asserted by some that it had been 
represented that the whole Academy, furnishings, equipment, air- 
field, and everything to do with it would be secured for $126 million, 
but the $126 million construction authorization bill included only the 
authority for the 300 account or construction costs 

Now, the $126 million has been increased to $135,425,000, of which 
$1,858,000 was for the temporary Academy at Lowry; so that there 
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has been up to the present time $133,567,000 available for the perma- 
nent Academy construction. 

With this amount we will open the Academy and have cadets in it 
at the end of this month. 

The furnishing and equipping above the $133,567,000 for construc- 
tion is close to $19.5 5 million. It is my best judgment, after a careful 
review of the situation that, in what I refer to as the reason: ibly fore- 
seeable future, total construction costs will not exceed $160 million 
and total costs for the Academy including furnishings, ground equip- 
ment, and so forth, will not exceed $190 million. 

Now, that figure may not be re ached for quite a while. It includes 
the items requested for fiscal year 1959 and the airfield which has not 
been requested; we do not ask the Congress for any funding of the 
airfield this year. It also includes a few other buildings. 


PUBLIC RELATIONS ACTIVITIES 


Senator Cuavez. Apparently you have had some poor public rela- 
tions out there. Your staff does not seem to have counteracted the 
adverse comments appearing in the press. 

I do not know whether that would be possible. 

Secretary Dovueias. I saw a good editorial in the Denver paper just 
a few days ago. We get quite rough comment and we also get some 
favorable comment. 

CAPEHART HOUSING 


I think I ought to say this: That if one is taking a careful look at 
the whole performance of the Air Force with respect to what was 
expected and what is being spent, it was originally contemplated that 
we would provide a substantial amount of housing within the origi- 
nal authorization. It was not possible to do this and we have the 
Capehart plan, which provides about $19.4 million of housing. 

Senator DworsHak. That is privately financed 4 

Secretary Doueias. Yes. This housing and an airfield are the 
major items we have not brought with the funds that are available 
up to the present time. 

Senator Cuavez. As far as the Academy itself, you will have hous- 
ing and will take care of every cadet that goes there? 

Secretary Doueias. Oh, yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. So the housing would only affect possibly de- 
pendents. 

Secretary Dovernas. This is family housing for faculty and all the 
personnel concerned with the operation of the Academy not including 
the cadets. 

Senator Smirn. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. I do think that you have had bad public relations 
because I have seen the figure of $300 million, $350 million. I have 
kept fairly close track. I have been on the Board of Visitors for the 
last 3 years and I have talked with General Spaatz and I know that he 
had a pretty good reputation for taking care of a dime. 

However, they have accused you of spending more money than what 
I think is actually the case. 
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INCREASE IN CONSTRUCTION COSTS 


Secretary Doveas. One part of the explanation which I have not 
mentioned is the increase in construction costs. During the period 
since the Academy was planned and since the original authorization, 
the basis of a careful weighting of price increases as to the time that 
the contracts were let shows an increase of something over 20 percent. 
So there is a $25 million increase in cost from the first representation 
of what it was thought the Academy would cost. 

Senator DworsuaK. What was responsible for that big increase? 

Secretary Douetas. In construction costs? 

Senator Dworsuak. Yes. 

Secretary Dove.as. I think it has happened to most of the economy. 

Senator Dworsnax. That is right; but we have had testimony fre- 
quently before this committee that an annual increase is about 5 per- 
cent. Twenty percent is a lot more than 5 percent a year. 

Secretary Dovatas. This is a careful weighting of construction 
costs in an area and the period does go back about 5 full years. 

Senator Dworsuax. Are you watching those contractors and not 
permitting any profiteering or waste in that regard ? 

Secretary Dou cis. I think no one as far as I know, sir, has seri- 
ously suggested mismanagement of that sort with respect to the 
Academy. 

Senator DworsuaK. No, but you have glamorized everything out 
there and the public is beginning to think that that is a big showplace 
and that you are losing ‘sight of the real objectives to train young 
Air Force leaders. 

Secretary Dovetas. To the extent that is so, it is very unfortunate 
and very bad publicity because we have one real problem. That is, to 
train adequately cadets to become Air Force officers whom we can 
provide for the national defense with respect to Air Force missions. 


CHANGES IN PLANS BY ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS 


Senator Cuavez. I think one of the difficulties has been not so much 
the contractors, as such, but the consulting architects and engineers 
that were changing their plans : about every other day. 

Senator Dworsiax. The Air Force should be responsible for that. 

Secretary Dovueras. Actually a careful examination of the part 
played by the architect-engineers in increasing scope or size or ex- 
pense on my examination does not seem very great. Now, it is true 
that if one were seeking to produce at a low cost an academy for 
2,000 or 2,500 men, he would not choose a site of some 17,000 acres 
on the foothills of the Rocky Mountains away from anything that 
would tend to make the provision of utilities and construction easy. 

A good many of the square-foot costs of the construction compare 
quite favorably with other educational institution costs and we cer- 
tain have built extremely well. 

Senator Smiru. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. Yes. 


DESKS AND CLASSROOM EQUIPMENT 


Senator Smriru. Mr. Secretary, you may remember that last year 
when you were before the committee we were discussing the costs of 








482 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 


desks and classroom equipment and it developed that all of this was 
being ordered custom made rather than standard equipment. 

Secretary Dovaetas. A lot of it was, Senator; that 1s correct. 

Senator Smiru. Is that true throughout the Academy ? 

Secretary Doveias. I think I may be able to give you reference to 
actual items. 

The way the Academy rooms have been furnished was through 
complete design of the equipment by a firm of industrial designers 
that has served a number of other Government agencies and is one of 
the best known in the country. They worked on everything from 
chairs and medicine cabinets, which have come in for some criticism, 
to laboratory equipment in the academic building and the equipment 
for the library. 

This firm has been responsible for equipment up to the present time 
costing, I believe, about $19.5 million. 

They have expended on the total contract around $900,000. Their 
total fee, as I understand it, is about $43,000 out of this amount. 

Now, I can assure you that a very persuasive case can be made for 
handling the furnishing of the Academy just as it has been handled. 
When you get into the problem of items, such as chairs, if you try to 
buy items that are available from an available design by a known 
manufacturer you find yourself with the problem of selecting not 
quite comparable items in very large amount from different firms and 
the difficulties which arise in that kind of a situation are very, very 
great. 

We were able where we requested special design and special quality 
to have proposals from a number of firms and to accept the lowest bid. 

I think there is very good evidence to believe that, although the ini- 
tial cost per item is somewhat higher, the quality secured and the 
longevity of the item assured by this method where the design was 
really handled by experts who have been in the business not just for 
educational institutions but for hotels and for manufacturing estab- 
lishments, is very great. 


INCREASED COST OF CUSTOM-MADE FURNITURE 


Senator Smirn. There was an increase in cost of some 25 percent to 
35 percent, was there not, for the custom-made furniture over the 
standard makes? 

Secretary Douctas. I am unable to answer that, Senator. 

Senator Smiru. I think that is what you testified. 

Secretary Doveras. Colonel Jones will answer that. 

Colonel Jones. I am Colonel Jones from the Air Force Academy, 
responsible to the superintendent for equipment. 

As for your question, Senator Smith, the cost of comparable quality 
items of standard production on the market we estimate to be 20 per- 
cent more than the custom-designed item. We have figures to prove 
that. Those figures have been inserted in the record of the House 
subcommittee hearings. 

This is, I think, a pretty good record. 

Incidentally, we have authorized special design to only 356 items, as 
of today, out of a total of 12,093 line items used to equip the Air 
Force Academy. 
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FURNISHING OF HOUSES 


Senator Smirn. Thank you very much. 

I recall from last year’s testimony that it was stated that it was a 
25-percent increase. What I was coming to, Mr. Secretary, was: Are 
you furnishing the houses out there in this same method, or do you 
not furnish them ? 

Secretary Dovenas. I have seen the dollar figures on the furnishing 
of the houses. We are furnishing them. I am unable to say what 
method is being followed. 

Colonel Jones. All the family quarters are being furnished with 
standard production line furniture and equipment. 

Senator SmirnH. What are the officers of the professional staff, or 
whatever you call them out there, having in their houses? Are they 
custom made? 

Colonel Jones. No custom-made furniture. 

Senator Smirn. No custom-made furniture at all? 

Colonel Jones. Not at all. 

Senator Cuavez. What about the faculty? There would be some 

civilian members of the faculty? Would there be some civilian mem- 
bers of the faculty that would live within the reservation ? 

Colonel Jones. At the present time, sir, there are no civilian mem- 
bers of the faculty. There may be some in the future. 

Senator Cuavez. I see. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Secretary, I presume you have seen the 
— austere functional equipment at West Point and, while the 

ralry between the Armed Forces is desirable on the football field, 
I hope we do not get involved in serious competition to see which 
Academy is the most lavishly furnished. 

Secretary Dovaetas. I hope we do not. I was interested to learn 
that W alter Dorwin Teague Associates, who were the industrial de- 
signers that we used in equipping the Academy, have served West 
Point but I do not know in what capacity. 

Senator DworsHak. You have been to West Point? 

Secretary Douvctas. Not for a great many years. 

Senator Cravez. You devote all your time to the Air Force 
Academy. 

Secretary Dovatas. There have been some other activities in the 
Air Force that have required most of my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. Are there any further questions of the general ? 


COST OF CUSTOM-BUILT FURNITURE 


Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman I have just 1 or 2 questions of the 
general, but I want to be certain that I understand the colonel about 
the Air Force. This was the first time I had heard about this furnish- 
ing question. 

Did you say that your custom-built furniture was costing 20 per- 
cent less than the average market costs would be? 

Colonel Jones. Yes, sir; for comparable quality items based on 
studies that we have made. 

Senator Srennis. All right. 

You are using this custom-built furniture then for the students 
themselves ? 

I did not understand just where it was used. 
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Colonel Jones. In the cadet dormitory room, for example, most 
of the items are specially designed. 

Senator Stennis. That is where you are getting the 20 percent ? 

Colonel Jones. That is correct, sir. There is a 20 percent figure 
applicable there where we paid 20 percent less than we would pay for 
comparable items on the market. 

Senator Stennis. Why not apply that all the way through and save 
the 20 percent there,too? What is the reason ? 

Colonel Jones. Sir, it has been applied to a considerable portion of 
the equipping. 

Senator Stennis. I just understood your testimony, though, that 
this was not applied with reference to the house furnishings, the 
family housing. 

Colonel Jonrs. No, sir; it does not apply. 

Senator Stennis. The question is, Why? Why not have 20 percent 
onthat? Do youhandlethat? Do youhandle both? If you handle 


both, I do not see why anyone would have to prompt you for that 
answer. 


Mr. Gartock. I would like to answer that. 

Senator Stennis. Let me question him. He gave his opinion here 
and we are expected to accept his figures. 

He gave us where he could have 20 percent on certain items. 

My simple question is: If you can save 20 percent on those by 
custom building, why not do it on the others? He testified that he 
did not follow that course. 


POLICY ON CUSTOM DESIGN 


Colonel Jones. Certainly, sir, mainly it would be because of the 
time factor. We have a limited amount of personnel under contract. 
We try to hit the big areas where volume procurement is applicable. 

We have authorized custom design only where we buy a thousand 
or several thousand of a special item so that the cost of special jigs and 
fixtures or any tools can be amortized out. 

It is a problem that has been considered. Every item that is au- 
thorized for special design is carefuly analyzed before we ever au- 
thorize it for special design. 

Where we figure we can get standard items at a reasonable price 
which meets the need we do not even consider special design. 

Does that answer your question, sir? 

Senator Srennis. I think you have given a good answer and I think 
you knew your subject. 

So there was not enough quantity in these furnishings for the family 
housing and all in this particular project anyway to justify your cus- 
tom built quantity, is that correct ? 

Colonel Jonrs. That is essentially correct, sir. There would be 
other factors. There is a lot more family furniture on the market 
than some of the specialized type of equipment. 

Senator Srennis. We have so much of it, you see, throughout the 
whole Nation and the world, so to speak, that I thought maybe you 
could devise a plan whereby we could save money on all of it. I say 
that seriously. 

Colonel Jones. Senator, I would like to tell you that of the 356 
items that we have authorized for special design, if this turns out as 
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vood as We expect it to turn out, we hope to introduce it into the Air 
l‘orce and into the military system. We think it is very good. 
Senator Srennis. That is helpful and encouraging. 
Mr. Secretary, there was something you wanted to say. 


VOLUME DISCOUNTS THROUGH GSA 


Mr. Gartock. I wanted to say that, of course, the Academy is only 
a small part of our total furniture so that through GSA we are already 
getting all the volume discounts that we can get. As you say, there 
is so much furniture of that kind on the market and so many people in 
position to bid on it, that we get, I think, all the advantages you could 
possibly get. 

Senator Stennis. That is an additional good point. 

I think we have heard of the inferences that were critical of the 
custom-built furniture. 


They picked me up on the floor of the Senate about custom-built 


furniture for the Senate Office Building last year. I was not as well 
prepared, as you, Colonel. 


Senator Dworsnax. Mr. Chairman, will we have any further dis- 
cussion of housing ? 


Senator Cuavez. Not unless someone else wants to inquire. 


HOUSING AT MOUNTAIN HOME AIRBASE, IDAHO 


Senator Dworsuak. I would like to ask General Rentz a few ques- 
tions about the housing situation at Mountain Home Airbase. 

I received a lot of critical letters s recently and they seem to think 
there i is some discrimination. I am fully aware of the housing inade- 
quacies everywhere, abroad and probably at every airbase installa- 
tion in this country, and yet I would like some very specific details 
concerning the planning for housing at Mountain Home. I got a 
letter this morning from which I quote this one sentence: 


The thing that concerns them is the fact that they have had authorization 
for several projects but for some reason the funds allocated for these projects 
have not been made available to them; the funds have been used on other bases. 

It is not true, is it, that the funds allocated for housing development 
in Mountain Home have been withheld or transferred elsewhere ? 
What is the situation ? 

General Rentz. Colonel Goddard is familiar with the Mountain 
Home. 

Colonel Gopparp. Mr. Chairman, I am Colonel Goddard of the 
Directorate of Installations Headquarters. 

In answer to your question, Senator, I know of no authorizations 
that have been transferred. I might give you a résumé of what is 
going on at Mountain Home. 

Senator DworsHax. Yes, what is in existence, what has been done, 


under Wherry and other departments, and what is in contempla- 
tion now? 


Colonel Gopparp. Yes, sir. 


CAPEHART HOUSES 


At the present time, we have 124 adequate public quarters that were 
provided some time in the past in our inventory that are in use and 
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being occupied. We have 270 Capehart houses for which we received 
acceptable bids and we will complete the financial closing probably 
this month and start construction soon thereafter. That will add 
270 new houses. 

Senator DworsHak. Will that be on the base ? 

Colonel Gopparp. It will either be on the base or very near the base. 
I do not know in this instance. 

Senator DworsHaxk. But not in Mountain Home? That is 10 or 
12 miles distant. 

Colonel Gopparp. I would say no, sir. It would be on the base. We 
have 500 Wherry units which we acquired in January and are now 
in the same category as public quarters. 

Weare in the process of doing some rehabilitation and improvement. 
We have design under way : and hope to start that work by Christmas 
time or as soon thereafter as the construction season will permit. 


INADEQUATE HOUSING UNITS 


We have 120 sets of quarters which we consider inadequate and, 
under the recent legislation passed last year, we either have to fix them 
up or remove them from the inventory within the next year or two. 

We choose to fix them up and make them adequate. 

Senator Dworsuak. Were they temporary housing? 

Colonel Gopparp. No, sir; they are the so-called shell housing that 
was built some years ago, when money was extremely limited, on a 
chassis for enlargement. 

Senator DworsHak. You are planning to rebuild or renovate those ? 

Colonel Gopparp. In effect, yes; and we plan to make a 2-family 
dwelling out of a 4-family structure. When we complete that renova- 
tion, we will have 954 adequate sets of quarters. 

Senator DworsHak. Does that include bachelor quarters or just 
family units? 

Colonel Gopparp. These are just family quarters, sir. 

Now, we have a gross requirement there of about 1,350 and, applying 
the programing limitations that we have of not over programing, over- 
building, we can possibly develop an additional project in the order 
of magnitude of 250 units and will probably come through with that 
next year. 

UNUSED AUTHORIZATION 


General Renz. On your question about unused authorization, there 
might have been some in the past that authorized appropriated hous- 
ing but when the title VIII came into the picture, we decided to go 
ahead and build this under title VIII. That is the only way I can 
reconcile that. 

Senator Dworsuax. There has been no retardation of the housing 
program there by virtue of transferring funds or priorities to other 
bases ? 

General Renvrz. No, sir. We are still trying to meet the housing 
requirements. 

Senator Dworsnak. I was sure that that was true but I wanted to 
get the facts. 

Colonel Gopparp. I am speaking on that transfer of authorization 
within my memory. If I may be permitted, I can research through the 
last 2 or 3 years and provide it. 
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Senator Dworsnak. From what you testified here, I am sure that 
that was not a just charge. 


RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


I should also like very brief detail of the facilities which are pro- 
vided for in this current bill, general, like gymnasium or recreational 
facilities. 

Can you have someone give me that briefly ? 

I just want the Mountain Home items. 

General Rentz. The items are Apron Operational Alert; Rapcon 
Center; an auto maintenance shop; a storage base, ammunition 
storage; a club, service; and a recreational gymnasium. 

Senator Dworsuak. What does the club, service, involve? 

General Rentz. The estimated cost on that is $495,000. 

Senator Dworsuax. Are you planning to build that in this fiscal 
year ¢ 

General Rentz. Yes, sir; under our original funding plan. 

Senator Dworsuak. That is for enlisted men ? 

General Rentz. That is right, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. What is the gymnasium ? 


GYMNASIUM 


General Renz. The total cost of the gymnasium, and this item has 
been cleared previously, is $473,000. It has 16,000 square feet. 

Senator DworsHak. When will that be constructed ¢ 

General Rentz. In 1959. There should be contract award in 1959. 
The final date would probably be in 1960. 

Senator Dworsuak. And the funds for these improvements are in 
your budget and have already been approved by the House? 

General Rentz. That is correct, sir. These items were not deleted. 

Senator DworsuaKk. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman. I have one question for General 
Rentz. 

Senator CHAvez. Go ahead. 

Senator Stennis. Iam going to be brief. 

Senator Cuavez. That isall right. You take your time. 


TRIBUTE TO GENERAL RENTZ 


Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, before I ask that question we have 
had General Rentz with us now in a very important capacity as a 
witness before the Armed Services Committee as well as one of our 
consultants for several years. He has been here with us several times. 
He is leaving, as I understand, soon for a highly important assignment 
overseas in Western Europe. He is certainly an exceptionally fine 
officer and always a well-prepared witness and we owe him a debt in 
the Armed Services Committee. I want to express it here and thank 
him also for the very fine services and wish him well as he goes on this 
new assignment. 

General Rentz. Thank you very much, Senator Stennis. 

Senator Cuavez. Eight members of this subcommittee are members 
of the Armed Services Committee and the information they get there 
helps this committee a great deal in coming to our final conclusions 
and being able to actually understand the matter. 
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Senator Stennis. I think he represents the very finest traditions 
of the military and is certainly well prepared in Air Force matters. 

Senator Cuavez. I can say for the general personally that I feel 
exactly as Senator Stennis feels about the matter, but may I say that 
generally I feel that way toward all the officers and men of the Air 
Force. 

General Rentz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Senator Stennis. I have really enjoyed the association. 

Senator Stennis. Thank you. 


BOLLING AIR FORCE BASE 


May I ask one question about this Bolling Air Force Base situation, 
General? You spoke there of your additional funds and runways for 
Andrews Air Force Base. 

General Rentz. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. That is necessary in order to move out of Bolling 
and thereby better the air pattern or decrease the hazard of the air 
pattern around National Airport and the whole Washington area; is 
that correct ? 

General Rentz. Senator, I say this: Without the additional run- 
way at Andrews, we cannot totally move the flying from Bolling and 
from Anacostia. We do not have the capability with the single run- 
way complex of Andrews to do this. 

Senator Srennis. After long consideration, the Air Force has 
reached the conclusion that they should move out of Bolling and are 
going to move out of Bolling provided there is a suitable place to go. 
That is correct, is it not ? 

General Rentz. That is our plan. 

Senator Stennis. That is the firm decision. That is correct, as I 
understand it. 

Secretary Dovatas. This is correct. 

Senator Stennis: Now, it is not just a matter of having another 
runway at Andrews. The real question is, shall we move out of Boll- 
ing; is that correct ? 

General Rentz. If we do not move out of Bolling we naturally 
would not need the additional runway at Andrews. 

Senator Srennis. So this is an essential part of the move out of 
Bolling? 

General Rentz. Yes, and as stated by General Quesada before your 
committee. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, General Quesada made a special 
survey of this in connection with Anacostia which is a related matter. 
This has all been agreed on and everyone is in favor of it as I under- 
stand, so that we must provide the facilities at Andrews which will 
make this possible. 

Senator Cuavez. I feel we should but as far as I am concerned, 
I would prefer that General Quesada was in the service still and 
he is not. 

RUNWAY AT ANDREWS FIELD 


Secretary Doveras. I think it is important to make the ig“ 
statement that the runway at Andrews involves the Navy. The Navy 
is going to come in with a substantial part of its operations and pre- 
sumably all its Anacostia operations, 
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Senator Stennis. That is a part of the picture, too, Mr, Chairman. 
I overlooked asking the Navy about this yesterday, but we will have 
them back if necessary to nail this down on the proof as to what the 
plans are. 

Senator CHavez. Now, Mr. Secretary, what is going to happen to the 
real estate at Bolling after you go to Andrews? 


Secretary Dovueras. Well, I cannot answer that with any degree 
of certainty. The Air Force expects very definitely to continue to util- 
ize many facilities there including all its housing. We have a very 


substantial amount of family housing at Bolling. 
Senator CHavez. Yes. 


Secretary Doucras. One suggested utilization would be that as the 
Air Force has to get out of miscellaneous temporary structures around 
Washington it should have a new centralized facility to take care of 


the people that are at present in the Pentagon. This is only a logical 
suggestion which is not definitive. 


ANDREWS AIR FORCE BASE 


Senator Cuavez. A letter from General Quesada on expansion 
of Andrews Air Force Base will be inserted in the record. 
(The letter referred to follows :) 


THE WHITE HOvsE, 
Washington, August 11, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


United States, Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: For many months, those of us interested in the orderly 
development and the most efficient use of airspace in the National Capital region, 
have sought to terminate flight operations at Bolling Air Force Base and Ana- 
costia Naval Air Station. The Navy and the Air Force have agreed that flight 
operations would terminate at these two bases. 

In order that the orderly development of the National Capital region may 
be attained by the termination of flight operations at Bolling and Anacostia, it 
is necessary to prepare Andrews Air Force Base for the expansion that would 
necessarily occur. 

With this in mind, I am forwarding a copoy of a letter that I have just sent 


to Senator Hayden, chairman of the Committee on Appropriations, with the 
hope that it may be of interest to you. 


Sincerely, 


FE. R. Quesapba, Special Assistant to the President. 


THe WHuite Hovssr, 
Washington, August 11, 1958. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: On the basis of legislation enacted a year ago all Gov- 
ernment agencies concerned with the problem of airspace utilization within the 
National Capital area participated in an exhaustive study, following which cer- 
tain recommendations were transmitted to the President on January 8, 1958. 

In transmitting these recommendations, I submitted a letter to the President 
which, among other things, stated : 

“In addition, Mr. President, I recommend the transfer of flight operations 
from Bolling Air Force Base and Anacostia Naval Air Station to Andrews Air 
Force Base as a requirement to realizing the maximum safe utilization of the 
airspace and airports serving the National Capital region. The early improve- 
ments of air and ground facilities at Andrews Air Force Base to accept these 
additional operations would be a major contribution to this objective. 

“The transfer of flight operations from Bolling Air Force Base and Anacostia 
Naval Air Station would make this land available for other governmental pur- 
poses and would permit the demolition and removal of many unsightly temporary 
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buildings that have marred the parks and avenues of the Nation’s Capital for 
several decades.” 


Before we can move ahead with these recommendations adequate facilities 
must be constructed at Patuxent Naval Air Station and Andrews Air Force Base. 
The military construction programs for fiscal year 1959 for the Navy and the Air 
Force included requests for facilities at these installations. 

On June 6, 1958, I appeared before the Senate Armed Services Committee and 
on June 16 I furnished additional information in connection with the 1959 mili- 
tary construction authorization bill for the Department of Defense and recom- 
mended that the necessary facilities be included in this bill for Andrews Air 
Force Base and Patuxent Naval Air Station. The authorizing bill which has 
passed both Houses of Congress makes provision for these additional facilities. 
However, in order that the authority provided by the authorizing bill can be 
implemented, it is necessary that funds be made available to the Air Force and 
the Navy for this purpose in their fiscal year 1959 construction appropriation 
bills. 

The House version of the 1959 military construction appropriation bill does 
not provide funds for the construction of these essential items. In order that 
we may move forward with the necessary air safety program essential to the 
orderly development of the National Capital area it is strongly urged that funds 
be restored to the applicable appropriations for military construction for the 
Air Force and the Navy. The completion of additional runway, parking, and 
taxi facilities at Andrews Air Force Base and Patuxent Naval Air Station must 
precede the termination of flight operations at Bolling and Anacostia. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) E. R. Quesapa, 
Special Assistant to the President. 


ALTUS AIR FORCE BASE IN OKLAHOMA 


Senator Cuavez. Secretary Garlock, I think you had a short state- 
ment to make with reference to a particular item that had been called 
to your attention. 

Mr. Gartock. Colonel Edmonds will give the information on it. 


It concerns a need for authority to improve the runway at Altus 
Air Force Base, in Oklahoma. 


General Rentz. Colonel Edmonds. 

Colonel Epmonps. I am Colonel Edmonds, Deputy Director of 
Construction. 

Early in September 1957, we came to this committee with an emer- 
gency request for the repair of a failure in the runway at Altus. 

At that time, we contemplated that we could save some money by 
not repairing or replacing any of the center section of this runway. 
Our investigation showed that there were no failures imminent and 
we did some emergency construction there after approval of this com- 
mittee. I can show you the layout here, if you would like to see it, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. That is all right. 

Colonel EpMonps. We had cleared a project for $2.7 million. We 
awarded that contract in October of last year and it is just being 
finished up now. 

In early May the B-52’s had moved into this base where previously 
we had B-47’s. When they first moved in they were operating at a 
light load limit because we were working on the end of the runway and 
were operating at a 350,000-pound load. 

In May they started operating with full load and immediately we 
began to get failures. All through the center section of the runway 
which we did not put in for before we have now experienced very bad 
failures. 
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TOTAL AMOUNT INVOLVED 


Senator Cuavez. What is involved as far as money is concerned 
in this bill ? 


Colonel EpMonps. $1.3 million in this emergency request, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Senator Cravez. You call it an emergency request on account of the 
conditions but it is not an emergency as far as coming back for money 
afterward if we give you this. : 

Colonel Epmonps. That is right, Senator. The reason for the emer- 
gency is that if we can move on it right now, the base will not be out 
of operation for a year where if we have to wait and put it in the 
normal program, we might not be able to use that runway for a year. 
It isthe timing of the year. 

Senator Cuavez. If we give you the money that you request will 
that conclude the runway ? 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir; if you concur in our proposal here we will 
delay a 1958 item to the extent of $1.3 million so that it is not a request 
for additional funds: it is a request for using funds already available 
tothe Air Force. 

Senator Cuavez. [ understand. Thank you. 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, we have looked into this a little 
on the Armed Services Committee and have been pleased with the 
way the Air Force has handled these funds. I think they set a good 
pattern that might well be looked at by all the services. 

Mr. Turner. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Srennis. I hope they will continue this pattern. 

Senator Cuavez. Mr. Ferry. 

Mr. Ferry. I have nothing to add, Mr. Chairman. 


PEASE AIR FORCE BASE WATER SUPPLY 


Senator Brinces. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to make a brief 
statement to set the scene for asking a few questions of Mr. Ferry in 
regard to the budget item in the bill of $683,000 for a water supply for 
Pease Air Force Base which was stricken by the House committee. 

I have, of course, been deeply interested in this SAC base ever since 
the Air Force started surveying the New England area for the estab- 
lishment of one of its key bases as our first-line defense against Com- 
munist aggression. I have proudly watched this great base take shape 
in my State as it came to completion as one of the newest and most vital 
inthe SAC setup. Such a large undertaking, which has the end result 
of producing personnel, together with dependents, to the number of 
approximately 12,000, when the base is fully activated, naturally en- 
tailed many problems of integration into the local communities in- 
volved. Together with Senator Cotton I have held a great number of 
conferences, public hearings, and meetings with public officials, Fed- 
eral, State and local, in regard to the solution of these problems. I 
can happily report at this point that practically the only problem 
remaining for solution is the one which I now want to consider and that 
is the matter of an adequate water supply, not only for Pease Air 
Force Base but for the fulfillment of the Air Force’s commitment to 
the city of Portsmouth. 
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ADEQUACY OF WELL FIELD SYSTEM 


Mr. Ferry, can you assure me or give me a firm and secure commit- 
ment that a solution of this problem by a well field tapping ground 
water would be a sufficient solution ? 

Mr. Ferry. In my view, Senator, the well field is a good present so- 
lution but it is impossible to project into the future what may happen 
to a subsurface water supply or to the wells which tap through such a 
water supply. While most wells when developed will continue for 
many years to produce adequate quantity of water, sometimes some- 
thing happens to the subsurface supply which seriously decreases the 
well production. For this reason I cannot give you a firm assurance 
looking to the future. 

Senator Brinces. You have just said that there is a possibility of 
uncertainty as to the future of a well system. Isn’t it true that the 
well system originally constructed as a solution to this water problem 
did not prove adequate in use ? 

Mr. Ferry. Yes; that is true Senator. The original wells while 
starting out to produce, fell off after some few months in use. This, 
however, we believe, can be attributed to overpumping which resulted 
in plugging up the seams leading to the wells. 

Senator Brivcrs. Then it is fair to say that the uncertainty of a well 
field is not a remote possibility. This could happen to another well 
field that might be resorted to as a solution? 

Mr. Ferry. Yes; though certainly we would try to avoid overpump- 
ing. 


CONSTRUCTION OF DAM TO PROVIDE WATER SUPPLY 


Senator Briners. Is it not true that at one time the Air Force and 
the Corps of Engineers contemplated a dam to provide the water sup- 
ply for Pease Air Force Base and its commitments? 

Mr. Ferry. Yes. 

Senator Brinees. Would that dam which was originally contem- 
plated and which would be finally and completely funded by this 
$683,000 item be a sound solution to the problem ? 

Mr. Ferry. Yes; adam would provide an adequate water supply for 
all the needs involved. 

Senator Brinces. Would that be an assured continuing solution to 
the problem of meeting all the requirements of the situation, and do 
you see any difficult engineering problems involved ? 

Mr. Ferry. Yes; a dam will assure a continuing long-term solution 
to the water problem of Pease Air Force Base and Portsmouth, and 
we have gone far enough with our engineering studies so that we 
foresee no difficult engineering problems which have not been antici- 
pated. 

Senator Brinces. And a surface water supply impounded by a dam 
would not be subject to the casualties that can befall a well field, such 
as overpumping, plugging, or a dropping water table ? 

Mr. Ferry. No; a dam is certainly a more positive method of assur- 
ing a water supply. 


IMPACT ON SURROUNDING COMMUNITIES 


Senator Bripces. Mr. Ferry, you are aware of course from the con- 
ferences with public officials in the area, and the fact that legal pro- 
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ceedings have been brought to enjoin the Air Force from developing 

a well field, that the surrounding communities are very fearful of the 

impact of a new well field, not only on their existing water supplies 

but on their programs for expanding water systems? 

, Se Ferry. Yes; I am aware, and may I answer that a little more 
ully ? 

Senator Briners. Yes, of course. 

Mr. Ferry. The towns and cities have been fearful that the Air 
Force use of these wells would rob them of a potential future source 
of water. The tests to date do not conclusively bear out this conclu- 
sion, though I cannot of course give positive assurance that it would 
not have effect upon the future water supply of such towns as Dur- 
ham, Madbury, and the city of Dover. 

Senator Bripers. Are you aware of any opposition to the construc- 
tion of the dam, has any legal action been started to inhibit the con- 
struction of the dam, or do you foresee any opposition or legal action ? 

Mr. Ferry. There is definitely none at present and to the best of 
my knowledge I cannot foresee any opposition or any legal action 
which would impede or prevent the construction of the dam. The 
legal action mentioned in the House report must refer to that insti- 
tuted in regard to the development of a well field. 


OPPOSITION TO DEVELOPMENT OF WELL FIELD 


Senator Brinces You are also aware that the New Hampshire 
Water Resources Board and the New Hampshire Planning and De- 
velopment Commission oppose development of a well field because in 
projecting the growth of this area, together with present needs, they 
have declared this to be a water-short area of the State. In fact the 
only water-short area in the State at the present time? 

Mr. Ferry. Yes; I am aware of their position. 

Senator Brivces. The development of the new well field would have 
the effect of depleting the existing ground-water supply in the area ? 

Mr. Ferry. | cannot agree it would deplete the existing ground- 
water source, though there are many who would take the opposite view 
on this. 

Senator Bringes. But it is true, isn’t it, that the more a ground- 
water supply is pumped the tendency is to lower the water table? 

Mr. Ferry. Yes; unless it were refilled from a continued source of 
underground supply. 

Senator Brinces. Has it been or can it be determined that such a 
continued source exists in the well field under consideration ? 

Mr. Ferry. No, Senator; we do not and cannot have definite assur- 
ance on that score. 

Senator Brinces. A dam, however, would create a reservoir by the 
impounding of rainwater and river runoff. This would create a 
new source of supply without having to tap and probably deplete 
present sources ? 

Mr. Ferry. That is true, Senator. 


APPROVAL OF DAM BY BUDGET BUREAU 
Senator Brivces. This $683,000 item was requested by the Depart- 


ment of the Air Force and approved by the Bureau of the Budget, 
was it not ? 
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Mr. Ferry. You are quite right, Senator. 

Senator Brinces. In trying to summarize our colloquy, would it be 
true to say that the dev elopment of a dam would be a more adequate 
and better long-range solution of the Pease Air Force Base water 
supply from the broad point of view, taking into consideration not 
only your immediate commitment to the city “of Portsmouth, but also 
the long-term view of impact on the surrounding communities in this 
area ? 

Mr. Ferry. Yes, Senator; from the broadest aspect you are correct. 
It is actually bringing into being a new source of water supply with- 
out possibly “depleting: existing subterranean resources. 

Senator Brinces. Mr. Ferry, you have been in close touch with the 
Corps of Engineers, your construction agents for this project, during 
the course of discussions and negotiations 2 

Mr. Ferry. Yes. 

Senator Brinces. You are, of course, fully cognizant of their views 
on this problem ? 

Mr. Ferry. Yes, indeed. 

Senator Brinces. Is it fair to say then that the views you have ex- 
pressed here today would be concurred in fully by the Corps of 
Engineers? 

Mr. Ferry. I believe that they would support everything that I 
have stated today as they are in favor of the dam construction to solve 
this problem. 

Senator Brinces. Thank you, Mr. Ferry, for your very helpful and 
candid answers to my questions. I know that you share with me the 
desire to work out a solution to what is not only the only remaining 

major problem at Pease Air Force Base but one which has perhaps 
been the greatest problem to solve over a period of time. I shall, of 
course, offer at the m: irkup of this bill appropriate language to restore 
the cut made by the House of the budget item of $683,000, which would 
complete the funding of the dam. It seems to me from the testi- 
mony here this morning that the best long-range solution of this prob- 
lem, taking into consideration all aspects of it, both from the area 
viewpoint and the Air Force viewpoint, would be the creation of a 
new and additional water supply by means of a dam rather than fur- 
ther tapping of existing underground water supply. 


FAMILY HovusING FoR STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND 


Senator Cuavez. General Knapp, I think the committee would like 
to hear from you. 


General, you are the Director of Installations for the Strategic Air 
Command? 

General Knapp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. General, the Secretary and General Rentz have 
outlined the conditions in that area. I understand that you would like 
to make a little statement in the matter. 

General Knapp. Yes, sir. 

Senator CHavez. We are ready to listen. 

General Knapp. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, it 1s an 
honor to have been invited to appear before you today especially 
because I am able to speak on the subject of family housing which is 
of vital concern to the Strategic Air Command. 
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For some years the services have been greatly concerned with per- 
sonnel instability. The Congress recognized that pay was a contribut- 
ing factor to this instability when this spring they provided the 
military with additional career incentives through the passage of a 
revised compensation system. This new system has not been in force 
long enough to give us an indication of its overall effect, but we do 
know that it is a definite step toward the creation of a professional 
force. There are, however, other factors beside pay which contribute 
to the basic problem of personnel instability. 


CORDINER COMMITTEE REPORT 


One of the most important is the lack of adequate family housing 
for our personnel. The Cordiner Committee report stated that: 

The matter of housing was the one subject heard almost as many times as 
pay. There are very few, if any, values in our society that are as universally 
important to the individual as home and family. 

This is particularly true in the military service because of the 
isolated location of many of our installations. As we continue to 
disperse our force, we will, of necessity, operate at a larger number 
of installations, some of which will be in isolated communities which 
cannot support our housing requirements. Any stability gained from 
the increased pay must be augmented by the provision of adequate 
family housing. Today, about 75 percent of the airmen in SAC 
have less than 2 years in the command. I estimate that less than 10 
percent have over 4 years in the command and can be truly considered 
as professionals. 

Surveys conducted among our personnel indicate that approxi- 
mately half are dissatisfield with their present housing. 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, pardon me for a minute. I am 
going to have to leave and I want to sak a question. 

Senator Cuavez. Certainly. 


INCREASE IN PAY 


Senator Srennis. What about this increase in pay? What about 
the passage of the bill that had to do with compensation? Has that 
had any effect? 

General Knapp. We have no statistical evidence to measure its 
effect. 

Senator Srennts. What is your opinion about it ? 

General Knapp. I am of the opinion that it has had a significant 
effect. The visible improvements in morale one sees at every hand. 

Senator Srennis. Does your statement cover that ? 

General Knapp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. I mean your prepared statement covers that? 

General Knapp. My statement makes the observation that we have 
not yet an indication of its overall effect but we know that it is a 
definite step toward the creation of a professional force. 

Senator Srennis. We would like to have some appraisals, Mr. 
Chairman, of some of the things that tend to create good morale 
instead of a constant stream of testimony here to the effect that, if 
we do not do this, morale is going to be bad. 

I think the services have some responsibility among themselves 
about this morale matter. 
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Senator Cravez. I think they also have some responsibility in their 
reenlistment program. I take it for granted that the fact that you 
did get an increase in pay will help in the reenlistment situation. 

General Knapp. Certainly. 

Senator Srennis. When you give these appraisals, I wish you 
would fill out all the picture and tell some of the good side as well as 
the bad and we can have more before us when we go to weigh these 
things. 

Secretary Doveras. Senator, it is helping immensely. No step 
has been taken in recent years which has contributed more to making 
professional careers attractive in the Armed Forces. 

Senator Srennis. I believe that is right, but I would like to get 
your appraisal on those things as soon as we can. 


DISSATISFACTION WITH HOUSING 


General Knapp. Primary reasons for this dissatisfaction of housing 
that I cited earlier are expensive rents, poor appearance, and prohibi- 
tive distances. The quality of housing available to our men has its 
effect directly on their families and it is a well-known fact that the 
wife as an individual has as much to do with the decision of a man to 
remain in the service as the serviceman himself. It is essential that 
adequate housing within reasonable distance of our bases be available 


if we are to gain the wife’s support in the airman’s choice of a military 
career. 


HOUSING CONSTRUCTION AT BASES IN SOUTHWEST 


Your invitation to me to come here indicated that you are specially 
interested in housing construction at SAC Air Force bases in the 
Southwest. Before proceeding, I should point out which bases we 
are talking about, because the term “Southwest” means different 
things to different people. I have chosen arbitrarily the area west of 
the Mississippi River and south of a line represented by the southern 
border of Nebraska. In that area, the Strategic Air Command has 
21 installations and SAC units are tenants on 4 bases operated by 
other Air Force agencies. 

There are 92,000 military personnel at these 21 SAC bases, 55,000 
of whom are married. Their housing situation is typical of the SAC- 
wide housing problem. 

There are 9,000 adequate sets of family quarters under Government 
control at these installations. This includes 5,267 Wherry units, of 
which 2,595 are still privately owned. There are 2,621 completed Cape- 
hart units. There are over 800 sets of inadequate quarters under 
Government control on these bases. These units, primarily converted 
World War II dormitories and hospital structures, are poorly ar- 
ranged, poorly located, expensive to maintain and, for the most part, 
will be removed from the inventory. Virtually none of them are suit- 
able for rehabilitation to adequate quarters. 


IMPROVEMENTS OF WHERRY UNITS 


We have programs underway for the improvement of the Wherry 
units which we have acquired. Our first problem is to repair and 
rehabilitate these units. Also, to provide additional bedrooms and 
utility space, where necessary, to make them more comparable to 
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present “standard public quarters” and thus accommodate the bigger 
families which we have today. 

Of the families at the bape we are talking about, 43,500 live in civil 
communities. Of the houses in which they live, 22 ,000 are consid- 


ered to be inadequate because of structural deficiencies, cost, or dis- 
tance from the place of work. 


CAPEHART HOUSING 


The problem of inadequacy will be alleviated somewhat by the com- 
pletion of approximately 6,000 units of Capehart housing now under 
design or construction in this area. Presently before the Gan grees for 
approval are additional units at Whiteman Air Force Base in Missouri, 
Forbes Air Force Base in Kansas, and Beale Air Force Base in 
California. 

POLICY ON HOUSING 


In the Strategic Air Command, we believe that every married man 
has a right to adequate quarters within a reasonable distance of his 
place of work. If such housing cannot be provided by the communi- 
ties near which our bases are located, then we believe that it is our 
responsibility to provide it, either by construction or by Government 
lease. We understand that some elements of the services are cur- 
rently leasing family quarters for their personnel. In an area so 
isolated that neither of these methods provide timely adequate hous- 
ing, consideration should be given to providing an isolated station 
allowance making it possible for a married man to support his family 
while he must live and work : apart from them. 


ISOLATED BASES 


In this connection, while stationed at Goose Bay, Labrador, not 
long ago, I had the opportunity to observe how the Royal Canadian 
Air Force has approached the isolated station problem. First, they 
provide a maximum amount of housing for their personnel that is 
completely furnished, even to the last dish; second, an isolated station 
allowance is paid to the personnel who occupy this housing to com- 
pensate for its isolation from normal community markets and ac- 
tivities; and third, while I was there, every effort was made to avoid 
sending a married man to one of these stations without his family, 
unless he volunteered. 

We believe that the Capehart law has been a big step forward in 
the solution of the same problem in this country. As yet, we have not 
been able to program all of the housing we require under this legisla- 
tion. In this regard, we need public quarters for some of the lower- 
grade airmen—especially in isolated areas. 

We in SAC are as aware of the problem and danger of overbuilding 
as anyone. All of you are familiar with the attempt of the Strategic 
Air Command to disperse our forces as much as possible, and we never 
consider programing a house for an installation until we are sure 
that that house will be required at that installation as far into the 
future as we can see. 

It is our intention to devote every effort to adapting the present SAC 
bases to any weapon system that may become available to us in the 
foreseenble future. General Power, our commander in chief, has often 
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stated that our real strength lies in our professional personnel whose 
training, discipline, and means of communication and control, can 
employ any weapon system. Their effectiveness will be enhanced by 
adequate housing and other personnel support facilities at the bases 
from which the professional force operates. 

We have examined the 21 bases in the Southwest as we think they 
will be at the end of fiscal year 1962. With the implementation of 
dispersal now under way and the relocation of certain of our tankers 
to more northerly locations, the population of these 21 bases will 
decrease by about 300 families per base; however, there will still be 
49,000 married persons on these bases. With the housing currently 
authorized but not completed, we will have over 15,000 adequate 
quarters under Government control, and we assume there will be 
at least 20,000 adequate quarters in civil communities. Apart from all 
these, we will still have a requirement for approximately 14,000 ade- 
quate houses. 

QUARTERS ALLOWANCE FOR LOWER GRADES 


The most obvious shortcoming is our inability to provide adequate 
housing for all married personnel. An immediate goal should be the 
extension of a permanent quarters allowance to our lower grade 
career airmen. 

I have already said that we think the Capehart law is a step in the 
right direction. We believe that the sizes of houses authorized for 
the various grades are adequate, and that, except for certain high-cost 
areas in the Northern United States, we have been able to get very 
good housing for our money. We also believe that the feature which 
originally permitted us to get approval for a project from a committee 
of Congress at any time in the year was a good one because it enabled 
us to distribute our workload over the entire year and, by bringing 
the projects on the market throughout the year, we were able to get 
good bidding. 

Although the procedure that we are now operating under for fiscal 
year 1959 is new to the Air Force, the 10 percent factor provided in 
the military-construction authorization may give us some flexibility 
to operate as before: however, only time will tell as to whether this 
procedure will provide for our needs. 

The housing shortages I have explained to you in the Southwest 
area are typical throughout SAC, except that there is somewhat more 


isolation in the North. It is thus obvious that some form of housing 
legislation should be continued. 


RECOMMENDATIONS ON HOUSING LEGISLATION 


Our recommendations to you are two: 

First—a law should be enacted which will make possible the pro- 
vision of adequate family housing for married airmen of the lower 
three grades, such as providing a permanent quarters allowance. 

Second—the title VIII provisions of the National Housing Act 
should be extended or replaced by similar legislation to provide suffi- 
cient time for construction of houses needed but not now available— 
especially at isolated bases. 

In closing, I should like to reiterate that the Strategic Air Command 
still needs family housing, lots of it, and we believe that lack of family 
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housing is now the most significant limitation on our early attainment 
of a stable, truly professional force. 


HOUSING AT RAMEY AIR FORCE BASE, P. R. 


Senator Cuavez. General, I just have two questions. One of them 
concerns a base outside the United States at Ramey Air Force Base 
in Puerto Rico. I know of my own knowledge that housing condi- 
tions are deplorable and used to be worse. U p to 3 years ago, de- 
pendents were living at Mayaguez, living in a condition in which no 
person should live. They have made some improvements but it is still 
in pretty bad shape. 

What are you doing? Have you anything in the program for Ramey 
Air Force Base? 

General Knapp. Yes, sir. Of course, the housing off the base which 
is categorically community support is agreed to be deplorable and 
there is nothing directly being done about that. The modifications 
and improvements for the 995-unit Ramey Wherry projects have been 
designed. Plans and specifications have been advertised and bid open- 
ing is scheduled for August 15. The basic bid was designed to spend 
an average of $2,700 per unit. This project includes the construction 
of utility room space by enlarging the kitchens, additional kitchen 
cabinets, additional bedrooms in 556 units, storage rooms in 194 units, 
and other designed efficiencies in the electrical and water distribution 
systems. 

They also provide garbage disposal for all the units. 

In 194 units we intend to add an additional half bath. We have 
Lanham Act projects there with substandard units. 

These have been excluded and will be eventually torn down when 
we can. 


We have repair projects on these in the amount of $19,400 during 
1959. 


These projects will provide minimum sanitation and safety needs 
to keep the units habitable. 

The maintenance on these temporary units is increasing yearly be- 
vond economical limitations. We have also considered Capehart 
housing for Ramey but our request is being withheld pending the au- 
thorization for permanent quarters allowances for the lower grade 
airmen for whom the Capehart project was designed. 


PERMANENT HOUSING ALLOWANCE FOR LOWER GRADES 


Senator CHavez. That was the next question. Have you any specific 
general recommendation relative to the alleviation of the scarcity of 
housing for enlisted men in the lower three grades at the various in- 
stallations in SAC? 

General Knapp. As I stated in my statement originally, we believe 
that the best solution to this is the enactment of legislation of a perma- 
nent type which provides for housing allowances for lower grade air- 
men in order that this allowance may be used to pay off the mortgages 
on Capehart title VIII type housing. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, General. 

Senator Stennis? 
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POLICY ON HOUSING CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Srennis. Mr, Chairman, I have no questions. In this talk 
about the Capehart housing, I think we ought to keep in mind that it 
is almost unanimous that the soundest w ay to build houses in the mili- 
tary is to authorize them and appropriate money for them. That has 
been agreed on by the retiring Secretary of Defense that I specially 
recall. I do not remember Mr. McE lroy testifying on that. 

It has been agreed to by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Properties and Installations. 

It is in the unanimous report of the Armed Services Committee in 
the last 3 years in their military construction report. 

To keep the record straight, we ought to put that in alongside of 
this statement about Capehart housing. 

Secretary Doveras. There is one difficulty with that with which I 
agree and that is that it is harder to get housing. 

Senator Srennis. That is the only reason the services follow the 
Capehart road. They can get more. 

Senator Dworsuak. In what respect does the Capehart excel the 
old Wherry ? 

Secretary Doveias. The Government ends up owning the housing. 

Senator Dworsuax. You have purchased most of the Wherry hous- 
ing from the original owners now but the Wherry was privately 
financed and owned. 

Secretary Doveras. But the privately financed Wherry remained 
Wherry and remained rion owned. 

Senator Dworsuak. Capehart housing can be built on land owned 
by the Government or on private. 

Secretary Doueias. On only Government-owned land. 

General Rentz. If we cannot put it on the base, we buy the land. 

Senator Dworsnax. You buy the land before the Capehart housing 
is constructed. 

General Rentz. That is correct. 

Secretary Douaias. As I understand, General Knapp appeared at 
your request to make certain suggestions with regard to housing. 

Senator Cuavez. That is right. I wanted to find out about the 
Southwest. 

Secretary Dovexas. I call attention to that really because he in- 
cluded some suggestions as to congressional action. 

I had not seen the document that he presented although I do not 
want to be taken as disagreeing with it; but I think perhaps these sug- 
gestions as to congressional action should be m: ea in a different way. 

Senator Cuavez. Possibly so, but unless we hear about it, we cannot 
go ahead with it. 

Secretary Dovauas. I am very glad that you heard the statement. 

Senator Srennis. We are very glad to have had General Knapp. I 
am glad to make that clear but I understand that it is not the formal- 
ized policy of the Air Force and they are not requesting such legisla- 
tion now. 

Is that correct, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Douglas. That is correct. 

Senator Cuavez. We understand. 

I would like to make this announcement. 
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THYE 


Senator Thye was unable to be here this morning. He has some 
questions for the Air Force with reference to some installations in 


Minnesota. Will you please prepare answers to the questions and in- 
sert them in the record ? 


Senator Young of North Dakota also has some questions to ask the 
Air Force on Monday. 
Secretary Dovucias. Yes, we can. I think that their questions have 


to do with the removal of certain facilities at ADC bases where 
BOMARC is going in. 

Will the committee have any need for my being present on Monday ? 

Senator Cuavez. No. We thank you very much. 

Secretary Dovetas. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

General Rentz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you. 

(The information requested follows :) 


Senator Tuye. I note that the House committee denied funds for the Air 
Defense Command for construction of Air Force bases at those locations where 
BOMARC installations are scheduled. The budget request included in this item 
$2,889,000 for construction of facilities at the Duluth Air Force Base. Are 
you requesting of this committee that these funds be restored? 

Mr. Dovuetas. Yes, the restoration of the $2,889,000 is requested. 

Senator THye. Am I right in my understanding that there would be no dupli- 
cation of defense effort if a fighter interceptor base and a BOMARC missile 
installation were to be located at the same place? It is my understanding that 
the BOMARC missile as a defense weapon is of short-range use and must be 
supplemented by the use of fighter interceptor aircraft if adequate defense is 
to be provided. 

Mr. Douctas. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator THye. It is my firm opinion that the Air Force should ask for restora- 
tion of funds for the airbases at scheduled BOMARC locations, and that we 
as a committee should approve such a request and restore the funds denied by 
the House. 

Mr. Dovuetas. Thank you, Senator, the Air Force has requested the restora- 
tion of these funds. 

Senator Tuye. I would like to have made a part of the record a complete 
justification of any request for restoration of these funds. If the Air Force 
is asking for the restoration, then I think it proper that the justification of this 
request be included as a part of the committee record of these hearings. 

Mr. Dovetas. The request for restoration of funds for the airbases at scheduled 
BOMARC locations involves the following bases: Duluth, $2,889,000; Ethan 
Allen, $990,000; Kinross, $514,000; Niagara Falls, $93,000; Truax, $1,071,000; 
Langley, $1,983,000. 

The BOMARC is not a replacement for the manned interceptor force but rather 
is complementary thereto. Each is designed to perform a specific air defense 
mission and they are not employed in the same airspace. The long-range manned 
interceptor operates outside and beyond the range of the BOMARC and is essen- 
tial for performance of inspection function and for raid confirmation once an 
attack against this country is launched. Functioning as a mobile missile plat- 
form with very high kill capabilities, the long-range interceptor permits counter- 
ing the threat at an extended distance from United States borders and permits 
constant engagement throughout the penetration of our defenses. The BOMARC 
is a limited area defense system, whereas the inherent flexibility of the manned 
interceptor can be exploited to rapidly changing battle conditions. The manned 
interceptor is also required so that maximum attrition of the enemy strike force 
can be effected prior to his penetration to the point of decoy or air surface 
missile release, thereby reducing the total objects against which we must defend. 

The deployment of defensive units is based upon the forecast enemy threat, 
coupled with the radius of action and other weapon performance capabilities. 
Considering the limited availability of facilities, this may result in manned inter- 
ceptors and interceptor missiles being supported from the same base for an 
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indefinite period of time. The fact that they are supported from the same base 
has no relationship to the airspace or function in which they are employed. 

The fighter interceptor is a proven weapons system and can be relied upon to 
provide effective defense during the time period required for refinement of the 
missile systems. In addition, for reasons set forth above, a valid requirement 
for the manned interceptor will continue as long as the manned bomber or cruise 
missile threat exists. 

Senator Tuyer. I want to make sure that the funding plan for the Air Na- 
tional Guard includes an item of $500,000 for preliminary work on the Bethel 
Air National Guard Base in Minnesota. 

Am I right in assuming that this item is included? 

Colonel Mets. The assumption is correct. The Air National Guard military 
construction program for fiscal year 1959 includes one line-item for $500,000 
to cover site preparation at Bethel Air National Guard Base in Minnesota. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR YARBOROUGH 


Senator Cuavez. At this point, we will receive the statement of 
Senator Ralph Yarborough of Texas. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR RALPH YARBOROUGH 


Mr. Chairman, the modernization of United States Air Force airfields and fa- 
cilities are urgently needed in the State of Texas, for the United States and 
the State of Texas cannot afford to lag in the race for a sound national de- 
fense. The training posts and the defense command bases must be the best 
and the latest in design and operation for the State of Texas contains strategic 
centers of the chemical and oil industry that are invaluable and irreplaceable 
in the national security picture. 

With the distinguished Senator from Oklahoma, the Honorable A. S. Mike 
Monroney, I have cosponsored S. 3502 to amend the Federal Airport Act, which 
passed in the Senate May 14, 1958, and which extends the program for airport 
developments. 

In considering 8. 3502 we felt that we must be prepared to take care of jet 
transport for cargo and for passenger travel on regular schedule and in case of 
emergency needs as well as for defense. The Air Transport Association has 
announced the opening of regular jet transport service for the fall of 1958. 
Likewise defense and training bases can also serve as emergency fields for 
commercial jet transports. The State of Texas covers large areas on the course 
of transcontinental air-traffic lanes for numerous commercial airlines as well as 
for military craft. Hence the airfields and facilities of both defense and com- 
mercial airports should be second to none in the Nation. 

The Senate Appropriation Committee has for consideration today requested 
restorations of budgets on the following fields and facilities: 

Biggs, El Paso; Brooks, San Antonio; James Connally, Waco; Sheppard, 
Wichita Falls; Webb, (SAGE) Texas. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to make a general plea for careful consideration of all 
of these bases that are vital to efficient operation of the United States Air Force, 
to the national-defense needs of the Nation, and to safe and efficient air trans- 
port in the State of Texas and the Southwestern region of our country. 

I am advised that detailed justifications sheets have been prepared on each 
of these items. 

I request permission of the chairman that these justification statements for 
each Air Force base in Texas be entered in the hearing record. 

I strongly urge the committee to carefully weigh the merits of these urgent 
needs, each of which is carefully supported by detailed justification sheets for 
the particular Air Force bases in Texas. 


The information referred to appears on pp. 400, 402, 403, 405, 414.) 
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AIR NATIONAL GUARD 


STATEMENTS OR COL. JOE F. MEIS, COMPTROLLER, AIR FORCE DIVI- 
SION, NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU; COL. WILLIAM J. BATTISON, 
CHIEF, INSTALLATIONS BRANCH, AIR FORCE DIVISION, NA- 
TIONAL GUARD BUREAU; LEWIS E. TURNER, CHIEF, MILITARY 
PERSONNEL AND CONSTRUCTION DIVISION, DIRECTORATE OF 
BUDGET, COMPTROLLER OF THE AIR FORCE; CHARLES L. DAVIS, 
DEPUTY CHIEF, RESERVE FORCES BRANCH, MILITARY PERSON- 
NEL AND CONSTRUCTION DIVISION, DIRECTORATE OF BUDGET, 
COMPTROLLER OF THE AIR FORCE; AND LYLE S. GARLOCK, AS- 


SISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE (FINANCIAL MANAGE- 
MENT) 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Cuavez. General Wilson of the Air National Guard. 

Mr. Turner. Mr. Chairman, General Wilson is not here. He is out 
of town on urgent business. Colonel Meis, ANG Comptroller, will 
make the statement. 

Senator CHavez. We will insert the statement in the record and 
you may highlight it. 

Mr. Turner. Mr. Chairman, the appropriation request for Air Na- 
tional Guard construction to the House was $9.6 million and the House 
approved $9.6 million. 

However, in their action they took the $9.6 million out of the Air 
National Guard appropriation and combined it with the Reserve 
amount that was included in the Regular Air Force military construc- 
tion appropriation and set up a new appropriation for Reserve 
Forces, construction in the Air Force. We do not agree with this and 
Colonel Meis’ statement will be directed toward the reasons for our 
feelings in this matter. 

Senator Cuavez. You may just highlight it for us and tell us just 
exactly how we can straighten that matter out. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Srennis. As I understand you want him to put his state- 
ment in the record and emphasize the major points? 

Senator CHAvez. Yes. 

(The statement referred to follows.) 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. WINSTON P. WILSON, CHIEF, AIR Force DIvISION, 
NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity 
to again appear before you to discuss matters pertaining to the Air National 
Guard program. As stated by Mr. MacIntyre in his presentation before this 
committee, this is the first time ANG military constructional program is being 
presented at the same time as the regular military construction. 

In the interest of bringing this committee up to date on what has happened 
in the Air National Guard construction under the old ground rules established 
by Public Law 783, I thought it fitting that I present to the committee a sum- 
mary of the long-range construction program established in 1947. I also have 
included in this presentation the status of our present facilities on both flying 
bases and nonflying bases. The Air National Guard construction program has 
been phased over a period of years depending on programs established for it by 
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Headquarters, United States Air Force. In establishing this long-range facility 
program, we phase our construction in with the needs of our units. 


Chart 1—Real-estate acquisition 


All construction or expansion of existing facilities are accomplished only when 
land is furnished by Federal license, Federal lease, or by States and other munici- 
palities on a long-term lease for nominal consideration. 


Chart 2—Operational facility requirements 

The facilities listed on this chart are the minimum essential operational fa- 
cilities requirements at each of our flying bases. In addition to the fiying bases, 
we require nonfiying facilities for certain type of units where specialized opera- 
tion and training buildings are required to accomplish unit training. 
Chart 3—Present facilities 

(a) Flying bases.—Our requirement under the present Air Force program calls 
for 94 flying bases with minimum essential facilities. As you can see from this 
chart, these 94 bases are located on municipal fields, State fields, United States 
Air Force bases, 2 private flying fields, and Navy bases. Thirty-nine of the 
ninety-four bases are in joint use with Navy, United States Air Force, and Air 
Force Reserve units. 

(b) Nonflying bases.—Under the present program, we have a requirement for 
41 nonflying bases to house our aircraft control and warning units, radio relay 
units, and other support nonflying organizations. 


Chart 4—Air National Guard progress 


On this chart, we have combined the construction funds available during 
fiscal year 1947 through fiscal year 1951, all of which was accomplished prior 
to the enactment of Public Law 783. Sinee enactment of Public Law 783, each 
year’s apportionment and obligations are shown, indicating a very satisfactory 
construction program, which has met the Air Guard’s long-range program. 
During the period fiscal vear 1947 through fiscal year 1958, a total of $205.5 
million has been apportioned to the Air National Guard for construction against 
which a total of $198.2 million has been obligated. The difference between 
funds apportioned and obligated is a result of savings due to the actual obliga- 
tions being less than the estimated cost of construction. 

Chart 5—Future requirements 

Based on the present program for the period fiscal year 1959 through fiscal 
year 1962, as now established by Headquarters, United States Air Force, we 
will have a requirement for construction amounting to approximately $51 
million to meet the deficiencies. These deticiencies are based on our programed 
requirements for runway extensions and aprons for later model high-perform- 
ance aircraft, rocket and missile storage, flight simulators, replacement of 
World War II facilities that are beyond economical repair, and other new 
operational facilities. 

Chart 6—Summary 

This chart gives a summary of construction for the Air Guard. Our estimated 
total cost for fiscal year 1959 through fiscal year 1962 for new construction 
will be approximately $250 million. 

In the program before you for fiscal year 1959, the Air National Guard is 
requesting a military construction apropriation program in the amount of 
11,037 million to meet this year’s portion of the long-range construction program. 
This same program was submitted to the House Armed Services Committee and 
is included in H. R. 138015, June 24, 1958, a bill to authorize certain construction 
at military installations, and for other purposes, which is now pending before 
the House of Representatives. There were three additions which were in- 
cluded by the House Armed Services Committee but which are not shown in 
the military construction appropriation program before you. These projects 
were scheduled for inclusion in the fiscal year 1958 construction under Public 
Law 783. One of these projects, due to the consummation of a satisfactory 
long-term lease, was contracted for after my appearance before the House 
Armed Services Committee and should be deleted from that bill. The two re- 
maining projects—one at Wellesley, Mass., and one at Milford Point, Conn.— 
are for the construction of much needed aircraft control and warning facilities 
at both sites. The Armed Services Committees included as an addition au- 
thorization for these two projects for fiscal year 1959 and they are not shown 
in the program before you. It is desired that the military construction appro- 
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priation program include these two projects. This will increase the military 
construction appropriation program from the 11.037 million to the 11.7 million. 

Against this military construction appropriation program, the Air National 
Guard is requesting 9.6 million to accomplish projects necessary to keep the 
construction in phase with the receipt of new aircraft, as well as the personnel 
buildup of our units. The 9.6 million is primarily for the replacement of World 
War II temporary facilities; for extension of aircraft parking aprons for the 
larger and heavier aircraft; to provide additional operational facilities such as 
crash fire stations, rocket storage facilities, flight simulator facilities, supply 
buildings ; and for the installation of aircraft arresting barriers. 

In developing this program, we have endeavored to keep our construction 
phased to the later, more advanced jet aircraft as they are scheduled to our 
inventory, and at the same time to the buildup of our personnel strength. Our 
facilities are designed and constructed to the minimum criteria required to ac- 
complish their respective functions in the performance of the Air Guard mission. 
By using these two approaches, we feel with justifiable pride, that not only have 
we provided some of the finest functional facilities, but have done so at a 
considerable saving to the American people. 

Before concluding my statement, I would like to make a few remarks in re- 
gard to House Appropriations Committee action on the fiscal year 1959 military 
construction appropriation bill. Of primary concern is the deletion of military 
construction funds from the Air National Guard appropriation and their inclu- 
sion within a newly created Air Force Reserve Forces military construction 
appropriation. The primary problem created centers on the effect it will have 
on Air National Guard personnel throughout our system, and I am convinced it 
would result in less than complete and best utilization of funds appropriated. As 
you gentlemen know, we take great pride in the esprit de corps which character- 
izes the guard. I have always encouraged this by emphasizing to our people 
the clear responsibilities and opportunities of having a separate appropriation. 
I have insisted that everyone understand that being separately identified en- 
ables us to clearly record with the Congress our achievements in managing the 
moneys entrusted to our care. In a similar fashion, it has been understood that 
by being out in the appropriation spotlight we will have no one to blame but 
ourselves if we do not measure up to the job at hand. These two budgetary 
facts of life have, I believe, been of paramount importance in making the Air 
Guard the aggressive, competitive and capable organization it is today. They ap- 
ply to all areas of our appropriation. In the military construction area, we have, 
I believe, demonstrated the definitized planning and the adequate and realistic 
programing which the House committee calls for in its report. Separating our 
funds will, of course, create the immediate problems of tearing up our funding 
procedures. There are many reasons why we feel that the present funding struc- 
ture should continue and I will mention only a few. 

(1) Separating construction funds from all other Air National Guard funds 
appropriated by the Congress will destroy the flexibility inherent in the present 
system whereby the entire Air National Guard program is administered and 
managed as a complete entity and not as subdivisions thereof. Under the exist- 
ing system, we can achieve the most effective and complete utilization of the 
funds appropriated. 

(2) The proposed change will restrict negotiations on a timely basis with 
individual States. Not only is much of this construction accomplished on State 
or municipally owned property which requires special consideration, but in many 
cases it is accomplished on a split, Federal-State, funding basis. All State 
authorities have expressed great satisfaction with the current system. 

(3) Under the present system, we can clearly record with the Congress our 
achievements in managing the money entrusted to our care since it is all ac- 
counted for under a single Air National Guard appropriation. 

Historically, the Air National Guard construction program has been accom- 
plished with a minimum of confusion, on a timely basis, and at a minimum of 
cost to the Federal Government. In view of the success experienced in the Air 
National Guard program to date, we can see no advantage to the proposed change 
in funding structure. 

Mr. Chairman, I earnestly urge you and the members of the committee to give 
full consideration to this important matter of retaining all funds for the Air 
National Guard under a single appropriation during your deliberations on the bill. 

Gentlemen, if you have any questions on what is covered here, or any other 
matters, Iam at your service. 


son. = 29 
29525—58———_-33 
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GENERAL STATEMENT 


Colonel Mrs. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, be- 
fore proceeding with my statement, General Wilson asked me to 
convey his regrets that he was unable to be here this morning. As 
Mr. Turner just explained, since there is no question, actually, on 
the amount of money requested, I will confine my remarks to the 
action taken by the House Appropriations Committee during their 
deliberations of the 1959 military construction appropriation bill. 

Of primary concern is the deletion of military construction funds 
from the Air National Guard appropriation and their inclusion with- 
in a newly created Air Force Reserve forces military construction 
appropriation. 

The primary problem created centers on the effect it will have on 
Air National Guard personnel throughout our system, and I am 
convinced it would result in less than complete and best utilization of 
funds appropriated. 

As you gentlemen know, we take great pride in the esprit de corps 
which characterizes the guard. General Wilson has always encouraged 
this by emphasizing to our people the clear responsibilities and op- 
portunities of having a separate appropriation. He has insisted that 
everyone understand that being separately identified enables us to 
clearly record with the Congress our achievements in managing the 
moneys entrusted to our care. 

In a similar fashion, it has been understood that, by being out in 
the appropriation spotlight, we will have no one to blame but our- 
selves 1f we do not measure up to the job at hand. 

These two budgetary facts of life have, I believe, been of paramount 
importance in making the air guard the aggressive, competitive, and 
capable organization it is today. They apply to all areas of our ap- 
propriation. 

FUNDING PROCEDURE 


In the military construction area, we have, I believe demonstrated 
the definitized planinng and the adequate and realistic programing 
which the House committee calls for in its report. Separating our 
funds will, of course, create the immediate problems of tearing up our 
funding procedures. There are many reasons why we feel that the 
present funding structure should continue, and I will mention only a 
few. 

(1) Separating constructing funds from all other Air National 
Guard funds appropriated by the Congress will destroy the flexibility 
inherent in the present system whereby the entire Air National Guard 
program is administered and managed as a complete entity and not 
as subdivisions thereof. Under the existing system, we can achieve the 
most effective and complete utilization of the funds appropriated. 

(2) The proposed change will restrict negotiations on a timely basis 
with individual States. Not only is much of this construction accom- 
plished on State or municipally owned property which requires spe- 
cial consideration, but in many cases it is accomplished on a split, Fed- 
eral-State, funding basis. All State authorities have expressed great 
satisfaction with the current system. 

(3) Under the present system, we can clearly record with the Con- 
gress our achievements in managing the money entrusted to our care 
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since it is all accounted for under a single Air National Guard appro- 
priation. 

Historically, the Air National Guard construction program has been 
ace ‘omplished with a minimum of confusion, on a timely basis, and at 
a minimum of cost to the Federal Gover nment. In view of the success 
experienced in the Air National Guard program to date, we can see 
no advantage to the proposed change in funding structure. 

Mr. C hairman, I earnestly urge you and the members of the com- 
mittee to give full consideration to this important matter of retaining 
all funds for the Air National Guard under a single appropriation. 

Senator Cnavez. Yes. That is very nice and we agree with you 
completely, but you told us there was some confusion as to what the 


House did and what you want us to do with reference to the money 
involved. 


APPROPRIATION STRUCTURE 


Colonel Mets. Yes, sir. ‘The action taken by the House Appropria- 
tions Committee, in fact, deleted the construction funds for the Air 
National Guard from the Air National Guard appropriation and in- 
cluded these funds in a newly created appropriation entitled “Air 
Force Reserve Forces Construction.” 

Senator Cuavez. In this bill? 

Colonel Mets. In this bill; yes, sir. 

Senator Cravez. Now, if I understand you correctly, you would 
like to have that money taken away from th: at fund and included in the 


Air National Guard appropriation and give them what they are en- 
titled to? 


Colonel Mets. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Turner. Put it back to the way the President requested is what 
We are requesting, Senator. 

Senator Srennts. May I ask one question ? 

Mr. Gartock. Mr, Chairman, I would like to assure you that this 
request has the full support of the Secretary of the Air Force. In my 
experience around the Pentagon, I have found that the Air Guard has 
done an exceptionally good “job in administering their funds, and I 
think there is much to be said for having all of their money in one 
appropriation, 

selieve me, that does much to encourage savings. 

Senator Cuavez. The National Guard should handle their funds, 
and the Reserves should handle their funds. 

Mr. Gartock. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. May I ask one question on that point either of 
the colonel or of the Secretary. Under the new plan, who would have 
charge of the construction? Would the United States Engineers still 
be your construction agent in carrying out the contracts ? 

Colonel Metis. That would not change. 

Senator STENNIS. What is the change in practical effect ? 

Mr. Gartock. In 1958 all of the money the Air National Guard got 
was in one appropriation for buying the gasoline, for the airplanes, 
and for building runways and other expenses. 

If he had a little overrun in one place or a little underrun someplace, 
we could make adjustments within the total requirements. The Air 
Reserve construction and maintenance funds are in the Air Force 
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regular appropriations. We could take care of them on minor ad- 
justments in the same way. 


NEED FOR FLEXIBILITY 


Now they pull out the construction money for the Air Guard and 
Reserve and put it in a new appropriation, so that the only place you 
can get any flexibility is between these two Reserve organizations. 

Senator Srennis. The flexibility and practical] management of it is 
where you need help. 

Mr. Gartock. Yes; we feel we are doing real well, based upon the 
present procedure, Colonel Battison, It is so small that it does not 
give much latitude. 

Senator Srennis. You have line items, though, within this appropri- 
ation ? 

Colonel Mets. Yes, sir. 

Senator Srennis. And you use approximately the amount as pre- 
scribed in the line items, do you not? 

Mr. Gartock. Yes, the line item approval is the same, and, if there 
is any change from that, General Wilson will be back and clear with 
the committee under either conditions but when you put $9 million 
and $5 million together, there is not going to be much give and when 
you put $9 million into about a $250 million appropriation, there is 
a greater chance of closing that gap. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, Senator. 


SIERRA ORDNANCE DEPOT, CALIF. 


At this point in the record, I will, without objection include a let- 
ter addressed to Senator Hayden by Senator Knowland of California, 
regarding the Sierra Ordnance Depot in California. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATION 8, 
June 18, 1958. 


Re Sierra Ordnance Depot, Herlong, Calif. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HAYDEN: In the 84th Congress two projects were approved 
for the Sierra Ordnance Depot, on which construction has not yet been under- 
taken. The Army has requested funds and the House has approved the inclusion 
of one of these in the 1958 program. In order to permit the work to begin at 
the earliest possible date, I will appreciate favorable consideration to the Army’s 
request for $1,075,000 which will cover : 


Ammunition burning and demolition ground_----_---.--__--_-______ $342, 000 
Avamunition ‘maintenance ‘buliding ono a ee 733, 000 
NN iI al hike tesa nisin nsec oleae ape ties tate abate alee ta 1, 075, 000 


Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM F’. KNOWLAND. 


NATIONAL GuaRD ARMORY, NEW LONDON, CONN. 


Senator Cuavez. Without objection, we will place in the record a 
letter from Senator Purtell, of Connecticut, addressed to Senator 
Hayden, requesting inclusion of Federal funds toward construction of 
a National Guard armory at New London, Conn. 
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(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE, 
August 4, 1958. 


Senator Cart HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR HAYDEN: I am writing to you to request the inclusion of Federal 
funds toward construction of a National Guard armory at New London, Conn. 

As you know, as the military construction bill came from the House to the 
Senate, there was no authorization for any National Guard armory construction. 
However, several items have been added to the bill by the Senate, including a 
building at New London. 

While it is true it has been the policy of the Congress and the Department of 
Defense not to consider the construction of armories to replace existing struc- 
tures, but only to construct armories where there are none now, the present 
armory at New London is 74 years old and in deplorable condition. The State 
public works department has condemned it, and to all intents and purposes it 
is unsafe and unfit for any use whatever. 

The 1957 session of the Connecticut General Assembly appropriated funds for 
the construction of a new National Guard armory at New London. It acted in 
good faith in providing matching funds, relying as it did on the definite under- 
standing it had with the National Guard Bureau to provide the necessary addi- 
tional funds to construct this armory in fiscal 1959. 

In addition, I am pleased to enclose a copy of a statement which Brig. Gen. 
James M. Quinn, assistant adjutant general for the State of Connecticut, made 
before the Armed Services Committee as he pleaded for inclusion in the military 
construction bill of funds for the construction of a new armory at New London, 
Conn. I think after reading General Quinn’s statement there can be do doubt 
in anyone’s mind as to the essentiality of early action on the Federal Govern- 
ment’s participation in the construction of this long overdue armory at New 
London, Conn. 

I thank you for such attention as you may give this statement. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM A. PURTELL, 
United States Senator. 


STATEMENT OF Bric. GEN. JAMES M. QUINN, ASSISTANT ADJUTANT GENERAL OF 
CONNECTICUT 


My purpose in appearing here today, representing Governor Ribicoff of Con- 
necticut and the military department, is to request your consideration in in- 
cluding a line item appropriation of $360,000, plus architect and engineer fees, 
for the purpose of Federal participation in the construction of a new armory 
at New London, Conn. 

At this time I would like to point out that the legislature in Connecticut 
meets only once in 2 years and it is sometimes difficult to coordinate the funding 
program with that of the Federal Government. 

The present New London Armory is located in the center of the city. No 
parking space nor outside hardstand for vehicles is available. The building in 
itself is an eyesore. Having been constructed in 1884 it is now 74 years old and 
is the oldest armory in the State of Connecticut. Its condition is deplorable. 
This armory was partly destroyed in the hurricane of 1938 and should have 
been demolished at that time. Some time ago it was condemned for public 
use due to an unsafe front wall, a deteriorated balcony, and the extremely dan- 
gerous condition of the drill floor. The State public works department has 
agreed that the building should be demolished. 

However, the State is forced to support a battalion headquarters and head- 
quarters battery and two firing batteries of antiaircraft artillery in that area, 
and until suitable quarters are furnished it must necessarily continue the use of 
the present building. 

A new armory site has been deeded to the State of Connecticut. This land is 
located at Bayonet and Hawthorne Streets, New London, and consists of ap- 
proximately 8 acres adjacent to a main road where parking and hardstand 
facilities for vehicles and heavy equipment will be available. 

State matching funds were provided by the last session of the general assem- 
bly in good faith and in the belief that 75 percent of the construction costs would 
be furnished by the Federal Government as previously approved. 
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It may be pointed out that the citizens of New London are extremely anxious 
to see a new armory in their city. The land on which the present antique is 
built is extremely valuable for business and redevolpment purposes. 

In addition, suitable quarters are needed for 330 National Guard men, mem- 
bers of the three batteries located at that point. During the past few years 
glaring deficiencies have appeared on the annual armory inspection reports of 
these units by Federal authorities including lack of suitable classrooms and 
other facilities for training purposes, lack of storage space for critical items 
of equipment, lack of strong rooms for security purposes, and lack of proper 
administrative space for the headquarters of the units. The State of Connecti- 
cut and its military department are placed in an embarrassing position if Federal 
matching funds are not made available in that its presentation to the general 
assembly requesting such funds, which were included in a bond issue, was based 
on the assumption that such Federal funds would become available. 

It is urgently requested that your committee, in view of these factors, fav- 
orably consider a line item appropriation in the amount necessary to construct 
a new armory at New London. Although a present armory exists at that point, 
it is almost valueless for the military functions for which it is intended. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of the question directed to General Harrison following 
his testimony, concerning consideration of new armory structures to the pro- 
posed reorganization of the National Guard, I might add, that we feel in Con- 
necticut, that the presence of National Guard troops stationed at New London 
is most necessary and that the State disaster plan is based on available units 
in this section of the State. 

If the reorganization resulted in a cutback of National Guard strength and 
the resultant change of antiaircraft artillery troops at that point, it would be 
necessary to transfer infantry or other troops to New London in order that 
this section of eastern Connecticut might be amply covered in emergency. 

As far as the new troop structure is concerned, up to 5 o’clock yesterday, when 
I left the office, Connecticut had not received notification of what this reorgani- 
zation would cover with respect to our State. 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM PROCEDURES 


Senator Cuavez. At this point in the record I shall insert a letter 
received during the recess of the Congress from the Department of the 
Air Force which provides in summary form an outline of procedures 
followed by the Air Force in the execution of its military construction 
program and in the submission of requests for Appropriations Com- 
mittee clearance of military construction projects, commonly called 
reprograming requests. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, October 4, 1957. 


Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Department of Defense Subcommittee, Committee on Appro- 
priations, United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: During a recent hearing before your committee on re- 
programing of certain military construction projects, several members of the 
committee expressed interest in the manner in which the Department of the Air 
Force administers the military construction program. Particular interest was 
expressed concerning reprograming actions which require the Appropriations 
Committee's clearance. 

In view of the committee’s interest, the Air Force has prepared a brief ex- 
planation of its policies and procedures for the execution of the military con- 
struction program. This explanation is attached for your information. I would 
welcome any comments or recommendations your committee may have on these 
policies and procedures. 

Sincerely yours, 
Lytr S. GARLOCK, 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force. 
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ENCLOSURE No. 1 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE—MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Part I. ExECUTION OF THE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


A. DEVELOPMENT OF THE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

1. The development and execution of the Air Force military construction pro- 
gram includes the preparation of two separate but closely integrated programs 
each year: The military construction authorization program and the military 
construction appropriation program. These two programs are prepared and 
submitted to the Armed Services Committees and the Appropriations Committees, 
respectively. Following legislative enactment of the authorization and appro- 
priation law, the Air Force proceeds to execute the military construction ap- 
propriation program. The activity involved in the preparation of these two 
programs, followed by the execution of the appropriation program, taken collec- 
tively, constitutes the military construction program cycle. In order that this 
cycle and its Component programs may be understood, the following specific 
definitions are presented : 
(a) Military construction authorization program 


This program consists of a listing of military construction projects prepared 
for submission to the Armed Services Committees of Congress in support of a 
request for new authorizing legislation. 


(b) Military construction appropriation program 


This program is composed of military construction projects authorized by 
law (or contained in a pending authorization bill) which is forwarded to the 
Appropriations Committees of Congress in support of the request for new obli- 
gating authority for the new fiscal year. It constitutes also the fiscal year pro- 
gram of construction items approved for funding by this Congress by application 
of the new obligating authority and other available funds. This program in- 
cludes (1) projects for which new authorization is being requested in the military 
construction authorization program, (2) selected projects for which prior specific 
authorization exists, and (3) other projects and purposes for which authoriza- 
tion exists in general provisions of law or in permanent legislation. The total 
amount of projects from these three sources may exceed by no more than 15 
percent the new obligating authority being requested. This grant of flexibility 
by the Congress is required by the Air Force. It recognizes that (1) not all 
projects in the military construction appropriation program can be made ready 
for contract award in the current fiscal year, and (2) that some projects will 
fall out of the program due to the changing status of programs, techniques and 
equipment in the Air Force. This program is presented to the Appropriations 
Committees with a commitment by the Air Force that funds available for con- 
struction will be applied only to the individual items included therein, regardless 
of any other items which may have been authorized in prior years. 


B. EXECUTION OF THE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


1. The Air Force has valid requirements for the construction of facilities in 
an amount far in excess of the funds available for construction. Therefore, in 
the development of the authorization and appropriation programs discussed 
above, a very thorough and stringent review is made of all construction projects 
proposed for inclusion in these programs to insure that only the highest priority 
projects are included. 

2. Since the appropriation program contains only the highest priority require- 
ments for construction, the execution of the appropriation program is a matter 
of directing and funding the construction of projects contained in that program as 
the various projects are made ready for contract award. Within the appropria- 
tion program there are a few cases where a preferred status may be granted to 
projects or groups of projects because of their overriding priority or because of 
legal requirements. In such cases, funds are reserved to insure the full and 
complete funding of such projects. Examples of such projects are: 

(a) The ICBM/IRBM program which enjoys the highest priority in the Air 
Force. 
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(b) The Reserve program which must be funded in accordance with section 
309, Public Law 814, 84th Congress. 

3. During the entire fiscal year in which the appropriation program is being 
executed, it is under constant review and surveillance to insure that the projects 
being constructed are valid requirements and in conformance with the current 
Air Force programs. Such a review is specifically made at two points in time: 

(a) At such time as an apportionment of funds is requested for a project. 

(b) During the fiscal year when a later set of Air Force program documents 
is published. Upon receipt of these documents, the appropriation program must 
be reviewed to reaffirm the validity of the projects based upon the latest Air 
Force program. If, after this evaluation is made, a project is determined to be 
no longer required, it is deleted from the appropriation program. 


Part II. PoLticy ON SUBMISSION OF REQUESTS TO CONGRESS FOR APPROPRIATION 
CLEARANCE ON MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 


A, INTRODUCTION 


1. The Department of the Air Force, in order to provide facilities required to 
accomplish the mission of the Air Force, finds it necessary from time to time to 
proceed promptly with construction projects which are urgent in the interests of 
national defense but which were not included in the military construction appro- 
priation program of the current fiscal year or to modify a project which was 
included in the military construction appropriation program. The need for such 
facilities may arise as a result of changes in Air Force missions, new weapons 
developments, new and unforeseen research and development requirements, or 
improved production schedules, international political developments, acts of God, 
and other reasons. Prior to funding such construction projects the Air Force 
has followed the practice of requesting the approval of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee of the House and Senate to proceed with the funding of such projects. 

2. Before such a construction project is submitted by the Air Force to the Ap- 
propriations Committee of the House and Senate requesting their approval to 
fund the project, consideration is given to certain criteria, such as: 

(a) Deferral to the next military construction program cycle would be incon- 
sistent with the interest of national security. 

(b) Contract award may reasonably be expected prior to the next military 
construction program. That is: Sitting, design, etc., is sufficiently firm, and the 
possibility of unexpected delays is remote. 

(c) The project must be approved by the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Properties and Installations) for submittal to the Appropriations Committees. 


B. CATEGORIES OF PROJECTS SUBMITTED FOR SPECIAL CLEARANCE APPROVAL 


1. The projects submitted to the Appropriations Committees for approval fall 
generally into three major categories: New and unforeseen projects, major con- 
struction changes, and cost overruns. These categories are discussed in the para- 
graphs which follow: 

(a) New and unforeseen projects.—Within this category there are three types 
of projects which are submitted to the Appropriations Committees for approval 
prior to funding: 

(1) Acts of God: In an organization as large as the Department of the Air 
Force, with locations spread throughout the world, some facilities in any given 
time period will suffer from damage or destruction due to storms, floods, fire 
and other natural catastrophies. For those facilities thus damaged or de- 
stroyed, a determination is made as to the urgency for their replacement. 
Whenever possible, replacement is included in the next military construction 
program. However, when the mission of the installation concerned required 
prompt replacement, steps are taken to submit a request to the Appropriations 
Committees for permission to immediately fund reconstruction of the required 
facility. 

The authorization currently available for facilities which fall in this category 
is found in section 302, Public Law 161, 84th Congress, which provides that: 

“The Secretary of the Air Force is authorized through the construction, re- 
habilitation, or installation of permanent or temporary public works, including 
site preparation, appurtenances, and related utilities and equipment, to restore 
or replace facilities damaged or destroyed in a total amount of 5,000,000.” 

(2) Changes in Air Force program: It is frequently necessary to provide 
facilities to accommodate changes in Air Force missions, new weapons (levelop- 
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ment or improved production schedules which were unforeseen at the time the 
military construction appropriation program was submitted to the Appropria- 
tions Committees of Congress. Such facilities are those determined to be 
urgently required in the interests of national defense and which cannot await 
inclusion in the next military construction program. Therefore, in order that 
the Air Force may perform its mission, the Air Force initiates a request for 
special clearance from the Appropriations Committees for the facilities needed 
to accommodate the changed circumstances. 

One example of this type of urgent requirement was presented to your com- 
mittee by letter, dated December 19, 1956, relative to the relocation of FEAF 
Headquarters from Japan to Hawaii. This requirement followed from a di- 
rective which required the establishment of a single Mid-Pacifiec Far East area 
command with headquarters in Hawaii by July 1, 1957. Your committee held 
a hearing on this requirement on January 25, 1957. 

Specific authorization for this category of requirement is contained in 
section 302 (b), Public Law 968, 84th Congress, which contains the following 
language: 

“Sec. 302. The Secretary of the Air Force may establish or develop: 

“(a) [Not applicable.] 

“(b) Air Force installations and facilities by proceeding with construction 
nade necessary by changes in Air Force missions, new weapons developments, 
or improved preduction schedules, if the Secretary of Defense determines that 
deferral of such construction for inclusion in the next military construction 
authorization Act would be inconsistent with interests of national security, 
and in connection therewith to acquire, construct, convert, rehabilitate, or 
install permanent or temporary public works, including land acquisition, site 
preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and equipment, in the total amount of 
$50,000,000 : Provided, That the Secretary of the Air Force or his designee, 
shall notify the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives immediately upon reaching a final decision to implement, of 
the cost of construction of any public work undertaken under this subsection, 
including those real estate actions pertaining thereto.” 

(3) Authorized projects which were not included in the appropriations pro- 
gram of the current fiscal year: These projects are required in the development 
of facilities to satisfy the mission of an Air Force base at an earlier point in 
time than was estimated at the time of preparation of the latest military con- 
struction appropriation program. Inasmuch as the total value of outstanding 
valid authorized military construction projects exceeds the value of projects 
in the current fiscal year’s military construction appropriation program (as 
well as the new obligating authority of the current fiscal year) a stringent 
review is performed by the Air Force in selecting projects to be included in 
the appropriation program. In some cases conditions change, requiring com- 
pletion of an authorized construction project, not included in the appropriation 
program, at a much earlier date than was originally anticipated. 

An example of this type of special clearance is the recent request of the 
Department of the Air Force to fund blast deflectors at Castle Air Force Base, 
Calif., contained in our letter dated January 24, 1957. When the military con- 
struction appropriation program for fiscal year 1957 was prepared, it was not 
anticipated that these new devices would be sufficiently advanced to be placed 
under contract in that fiscal year. However, better progress was made on their 
development than could have been anticipated. In view of the great advantages 
resulting from the use of these blast deflectors at Air Force bases housing the 
B-52 aircraft, the prompt erection of these facilities was determined to be 
urgently required. The Air Force therefore submitted a request for special 
clearance from the Appropriations Committees to fund their construction at 
Castle Air Force Base. 

No special authorization is involved in this type of clearance inasmuch as 
the projects have been authorized in the current or prior years. 

(b) Major construction changes.—This category of special clearance includes 
those line items in which tse Department of the Air Force is faced with the 
necessity of providing a facility involving a major change from that presented 
to the Appropriations Committees in the current year’s appropriation program. 
Such major construction changes are caused by the promulgation of revised con- 
struction criteria, changes in programs, discovery of practical engineering prob- 
lems not known at the time of initial submittal, and numerous other reasons 
which cannot be foreseen. Also, in many cases during the actual construction 
of a project it is necessary to make minor changes to the project under con- 
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struction. For example, the adaptation of a construction project to actual on- 
site conditions may require a minor change in scope from the scope included 
in the appropriation program as presented to the Appropriations Committees. 
The Air Force undertakes to construct projects involving minor changes where 
it is apparent that the project being constructed is within the intent of the project 
as submitted to and approved by the Appropriations Committees. 

Examples of the type of special clearance involving major construction changes 
include the following: 

(1) Changes in airfield pavements: The Air Force submitted a request to the 
Senate Appropriations Committee on January 4, 1957, relative to runway widen- 
ing at Nouasseur Air Force Base. In this case, it was determined that a sta- 
bilized shoulder (50 feet each side) for the existing 200-foot runway at Nouas- 
seur Air Depot, French Morocco, as presented to the Appropriations Committees, 
would not provide an operable facility for use by B-—52 aircraft. This item was 
originally included in the fiscal year 1956 military construction program on the 
premise that flush-type runway lighting fixtures would be available. It was 
determined later that flush-type lighting would not be available for 3 to 4 
years. Without flush-type runway lighting fixtures a 200-foot runway with 
shoulder stabilization would be inadequate for landing B-52-type aircraft. This 
aircraft requires setting of landing gear at an angle to compensate for crosswind 
eonditions. Thus, the pilot is placed in a position to one side of the runway 
centerline and is unable to track down the runway within the clearance re- 
maining between the outrigger landing gear and the runway lights of a 200-foot 
runway. If the airplane is more than 26 feet off the centerline, one of the out- 
rigger gear will be off the pavement edge. Therefore, it was considered neces- 
sary to construct heavy-duty pavement (50 feet each side) in lieu of shoulder 
stabilization. The authorization for the shoulder stabilization was contained in 
the fiscal year 1956 military construction authorization program and the project 
was included in the fiscal year 1956 appropriation program. Because the con- 
struction to be accomplished involved a major construction change from that 
presented to and approved by the Appropriations Committees, the Air Force re- 
quested a special clearance from the Appropriations Committees. 

(2) Changes from temporary or semipermanent to permanent construction: 
The Air Force occasionally finds it necessary to substitute permanent construc- 
tion (25-year life) for temporary or semipermanent construction where it is more 
economical to do so. In such cases the Air Force requests a special clearance 
from the Appropriations Committees prior to funding the revised project. 

(3) Construction of new facilities instead of rehabilitation: The necessity to 
construct new facilities in lieu of rehabilitation of deteriorated structures arises 
when new circumstances are introduced which were unknown at the point in 
time when the appropriations program was presented to the Appropriations Com- 
mittees. Appropriations Committees approval is obtained for such changes in 
accordance with letter from the chairman, Department of Defense Subcommittee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, dated March 21, 1956. 

(4) Scope increases: At the time of construction of a project it sometimes 
becomes necessary to construct the facility with a major increase in scope from 
that presented to and approved by the Appropriations Committees. The increase 
in scope may be caused by changes in program, equipment or many other fac- 
tors that were not known or foreseen at the time the appropriation program was 
presented to the Appropriations Committees. In such cases the Air Force re- 
quests a special clearance from the Appropriations Committees prior to funding 
the revised project. 

(c) Cost overruns.—Cost estimates utilized in the appropriation program 
are the latest and best estimates available to the Air Force at the time that the 
program is prepared. Actual cost of the various projects when completed may 
vary more or less from the estimated cost. Actual costs may be expected to 
vary to a lesser degree on those repetitive type structures on which the Air Force 
has had considerable construction experience. In other cases involving new and 
unusual construction projects on which the Air Force has had little or no previ- 
ous experience. it is entirely possible that the actual cost may vary greatly 
from the estimated cost. 

The actual cost of a project is influenced by many factors often beyond the 
eontrol of the Air Force: such as the constant inflation of constructions costs 
and the competitive condition of the industry at the time a project is placed 
under contract. For example, since World War II construction costs have more 
than doubled in this country, and the end of this inflation is not yet in sight. 
In certain overseas areas inflation is an even more serious problem. It should 
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be noted too that competitive bids on a project may vary as much as 25 per- 
cent or more between the low and high bid. 

The Air Force does not as a matter of policy request a special clearance from 
the Appropriations Committees prior to funding projects whose current work- 
ing estimates exceed the amounts estimated in the appropriation program. How- 
ever, occasionally a cost overrun will occur in such magnitude as to require a 
major reprograming of military-construction-program funds. In such cases the 


Air Force requests a special clearance from the Appropriations Committees prior 
to funding the project. 


TINKER Ark Force Base, OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 


Senator Cuavez. At this point we will insert letters from Senator 
Kerr and Senator Monroney on the subject of Tinker Air Force Base, 
Oklahoma City. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 


Washington, D. C., August 7, 1958. 
Iion. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Armed Services Subcommittee 
Appropriations Committee, United States Senate. 

DkAR DENNIS: I have written you previously relative to the emergency need 
for a shop for electronics at Tinker Air Force Base at Oklahoma City. 

It is my understanding that the budgetary requirement is about $1,063,000 for 
this building and that the square-foot cost is something in the neighborhood of 
$12.65, which is extremely low for this type of installation. 

I am sure you are familiar with the need in connection with this item. The 
shop is needed for depot maintenance and repair of airborne cameras and other 
sensitive equipment. 

It would seem to me, under the circumstances, that it would not be in the 
interest of economy to further delay the construction of this shop building 
since to do so will undoubtedly cause extremely more costly operation than 
would be possible with the shop for which the $1,063,000 is required. 

May I say that I deeply appreciate the efforts you have made and the time you 


have put in trying to report out a bill that will undergird and fortify the defense 
of this country. 


Sincerely yours, 


Rosert S. Kerr. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM MERCE, 


August 8, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Armed Services Subcommittee, 
Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate. 

DEAR DENNIS: I am writing to call your attention to the urgent need for an 
electronics shop at Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma City. 

The electronics shop is needed for maintenance and repair of airborne cameras 
and other sensitive equipment, and the cost is estimated at about $1,063,000, or 
$12.65 per square foot, which appears to be most reasonable for the type of con- 
struction contemplated. 

Since an electronics shop must eventually be constructed, I do not feel it would 
be in the interest of economy to postpone it until some future time. 

I know how deeply concerned you are about adequate national defense, and 
vou are to be commended for your efforts to report a bill that will maintain and 
strengthen our position. 

With best personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
MrKE MONRONEY. 
Fort Siri TRAINING ScHOOL, OKLAHOMA 


Senator Cuavez. Letters from Senator Monroney and Senator Kerr 
on the subject of Fort Sill Army Missile School will be inserted in the 
record. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 


Washington, D. C., August 8, 1958. 
Hon. JOHN STENNIS, 


United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak JOHN: Pursuant to our conversation of today, I am writing to express my 
feeling that the highest possible priority should be given to the $2,151,000 item 
for Fort Sill for their Army missile school. 

This item was deleted by the House Appropriations Committee because it was 
listed as a part of the “motor department.” Actually it is of the highest possible 
priority to facilitate guided missile training for the REDSTONE, CORPORAL, 
HONEST JOHN, and LACROSSE missiles. 

The new building will replace World War II tarpaper and wood construction. 
Costly installations which guide and direct these missiles, modern aiming and 
launching equipment, and other extremely expensive gear for their handling 
would be accommodated in this building, as well as training and study of their 
use. 

I consider this the most important item in the bill for Oklahoma military 
installations. 

Thanking you for any consideration, I beg to remain, 

Yours very sincerely, 
[s] MIKE. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., August 8, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Armed Services Subcommittee, 
Appropriations Committee, United States Senate. 

DEAR DENNIS: I am very much concerned about an item in the defense appro- 
priations bill for Fort Sill, our leading artillery school. 

It is my understanding that the Defense Department, after very careful con- 
sideration, sought an item of $25 million for the Fourth Army for the missile 
training program.. For reasons unknown to me, the House reduced this item by 
more than $10 million. 

In this reduction, there was a reduction for the missile training program at 
Fort Sill in the amount of $2,151,000. This $2,151,000, for the missile training 
center at Fort Sill, was to construct an academic building where training and 
classes in the missiles program would be carried on. 

The present building being used for this purpose is a World War II tem- 
porary building which is not only a fire hazard but is wholly inadequate and not 
at all conducive to the purpose of carrying on classes and classroom operations 
necessary to this program. A part of this item was for a “hard stand” for mis- 
siles and missile transporting vehicles. 

On the basis of the need for training in the missiles field of defense, I cannot 
understand the attitude of the House in deleting this $2,151,000 for the missile 
training center at Fort Sill. 

I, therefore, urge that the item be restored because surely we do not want 
to in any way interfere with proper and appropriate training in this important 
segment of our defense program. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ros’t S. Kerr. 


Newport, R. I. 


Senator Cuavez. A letter from Senator Green urging appropria- 
tions for the naval installations at Newport, R. L., will be inserted in 
the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
August 7, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Department of Defense, 
Senate Committee on Appropriations, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Because I must preside this morning at a meeting 
of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, I find it impossible to appear per- 
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sonally before your subcommittee to express my views regarding the appropria- 
tion of funds for Naval installations in Newport, R. I. 

It is my understanding that the Department of Defense recommended to the 
House Appropriations Committee construction projects for Naval facilities in 
Newport totaling $8,427,000 in fiscal year 1959. 

I am deeply concerned that the House Subcommittee on Military Construction, 
with the full Appropriations Committee concurring, reduced this appropriation 
to $3,239,000, an overall reduction of $5,188,000. In my view the House com- 
mittee has deleted from the bill funds requested by the Defense Department on 
behalf of the Navy for several projects which are urgently needed. 

This letter is to recommend that your subcommittee restore and include in 
the bill reported to the full committee the following items not included in H. R. 
13489, the House-passed bill now before you for consideration : 

1. $1,602,000, for 2 new barracks to house 180 men each and to replace wooden 
buildings beyond repair. 

2. $1,048,000, for a new enlisted men’s messhall, to replace the present mess- 
hall which is many years old and beyond repair. 

3. $661,000, for an enlisted men’s service club, to replace the present building 
beyond repair. 

At the naval supply depot, the Department of Defense had recommended an 
appropriation of $2,210,000, but the House committee approved only $333,000. 
Frankly, I am at a loss to understand who advised the committee to cut this 
appropriation because, after all, Navy Department engineers hed made ap- 
propriate surveys and recommended the appropriation of $2,210,000. 

I respectfully request that the full amounts requested by the Department of 
Defense, on behalf of the Navy, as authorized by the Congress, be appropriated 
at this time. I make this request in the belief that each item outlined above is 
needed at this time by the Navy in the Newport area and that the appropriations 
requested are definitely in the national interest as well. 

Yours sincerely, 
THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN. 





MICHIGAN PROJECTS 


Senator Cuavez. A letter from Senator McNamara urging restora- 
tion of House cuts on items in Michigan will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
August 11, 1958. 
Hon DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I would like to call your attention to several requests for 
appropriations concerning the State of Michigan which the House deleted from 
the military construction appropriation bill, 1959. I respectfully urge the Sub- 
committee on Defense of the Senate Appropriations Committee to favorably 
consider restoration of the cuts. 

The items deleted by the House are as follows: 





Detroit Arsenal (Army) --—------ ~wlaiinibtt3..h a. teaisiséstatecenael $5, 666, 000 
Kitivoes APR i255 3i ccmcasdsce sec a cielo ie o14, 000 
Gelfeidee AW VW wsioc sessed nee neaeanettescinee eee 3, 724, 000 

"Tetlh. orien ci hawaii sacunag sateen Seen sakes oteaiech aeailaNs 9, 904, 000 


The $514,000 item for certain facilities at Kinross AFB was deleted by the 
House because of the changing emphasis to missiles from manned aircraft. The 
requested facilities would support manned aircraft. The Air Force points out 
that the fighter interceptor system will be necessary to our defense for an 
indefinite time and requests that the stricken facilities be restored. 

The requested appropriations for Selfridge Air Force Base is for an urgently 
needed hospital at the base. The hospital was first authorized in the military 
construction program for fiscal year 1956. In declining to appropriate funds 
for this prior authorization, the House indicated doubt as to the legal authority 
to proceed with the hospital because of changes in the estimates. However, 
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it is my understanding that the subsequent change in the design was relatively 
minor in nature and that it in no way alters the intent of the 1956 authoriza- 
tion. The Air Force indicates it will obtain necessary approval of the change 
from the appropriate congressional committees before beginning construction. 

The command headquarters building requested by the Army for the Ordnance 
Tank-Automotive Command in Detroit was denied by the House which said “fur- 
ther studies” should be made to relocate the headquarters in existing or less 
costly facilities. However, the evidence indicates that exhaustive studies have 
been made by the Army, leading to the conclusion that the proposed building is 
the most economic proposal. Particularly impressive is the Army’s argument 
that expensive repairs will be required for its present deteriorated quarters and 
oa the cost of the new building would be repaid in tangible savings in less than 

years. 

It is my hope that the committee will favorably consider restoring the above 
amounts. 

Sincerely, 


Pat McNAaMaARa, 
United States Senator. 





LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD, CALIF, 


Senator Cuavez. A telegram from the mayor of Long Beach, Calif., 
will be inserted in the record. 
(The telegram referred to follows :) 


LonG BEACH, CALir., August 10, 1958. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Defense Subcommittee, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Received your telegram concerning hearing August 11 at 10 a. m. on military 
construction projects including Long Beach Naval Shipyard. Please refer to 
extensive testimony on this matter presented by city of Long Beach before sub- 
committees of both Senate and House Armed Services Committees and before the 
Subcommittee on Military Construction of the House Committee on Appropria- 
tions. Strongly recommend that your committee approve appropriation of $6 
million for subsidence remedial work at Long Beach Naval Shipyard to fully 
implement essential program approved in military construction authorization 
bill. 

RAYMOND C. KEALER, 
Mayor, City of Long Beach. 





MARINE Corps AUXILIARY AIR STATION, YUMA, ARIZ. 


(The following statement was supplied by the Department of 


Defense :) 


The expansion of Marine aviation to 3 wings in 1951, required the acquisition 
of an auxiliary air station for MCAS El Toro to support 1 Marine air group of 4 
squadrons plus a rotational squadron. In keeping with the policy to utilize 
existing unused airfields when possible, it was determined that MCAAS Mojave 
would meet these requirements, and plans for development of the station on a 
permanent basis were initiated. To this end, various line items of construction 
and land acquisition totaling $15,837,000 were authorized in the fiscal year 1957 
and 1958 military construction programs, with an estimated future authorization 
list totaling $46,846,000. 

Prior to obligating any of the foregoing funds, Vincent Air Force Base, Yuma, 
Ariz., was made available to the Navy as a result of joint reviews of airfield 
requirements by both services in an effort to reduce new construction in the in- 
terest of economy. Plans for the development of Mojave were, therefore, aban- 
doned, and Yuma will be developed to serve the same functions. This can be 
accomplished for an estimated $23,000,000 rather than 3 times that amount for 
Mojave. In addition to the monetary savings, the Marines will gain excellent 
target facilities that were not available at Mojave, plus the advantage of year- 
round good weather for flight operations that will not be hampered by the high 
winds that prevail at Mojave. This, coupled with the existing permanent fa- 
cilities at Vincent, makes the transfer from Mojave extremely advantageous to 
the Marine Corps. 
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The fiscal year 1959 request includes $8,946,000 to initiate the first increment 
of the $23 million required. 
COMMITTEE RECESS 


Senator Cuavez. That is all for today. 

We will recess to meet again at 10 o’clock Monday morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:50 p. m., Saturday, August 9, 1958, the com- 
mittee recessed, to reconvene at 10 a. m., Monday, August 11, 1958.) 
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MONDAY, AUGUST 11, 1958 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-39, 
the Capitol, Hon. Dennis Chavez (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Chavez, Hayden, Robertson#Stennis, Saltonstall, 
Bridges, Young, Dworshak, and Dirksen. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


STATEMENT OF HON. EVERETT McKINLEY DIRKSEN, A UNITED 
STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


GREAT LAKES, ILL., NAVAL TRAINING CENTER 


Senator Cuavez. The committee will come to order. 

Be seated, gentlemen. Senator Dirksen. 

Senator Dirksen. Mr. Chairman, I have one item and I shall be 
very brief. It is a Navy item and it is budgeted. The Navy sent up 
an item of $1,368,000 for the Naval Training Center at Great Lakes, 
Ill., to install a nuclear power school. I note in the House report they 
say: 

The committee has eliminated the request of $1,368,000 for a nuclear power 
school at the Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, lll. A further study of the 
location of this school should be made based on the use of existing inactive fa- 
cilities such as the Naval Training Center, Bainbridge, Md. 

The fact of the matter is that the study has been made and the Navy 
has gone into the matter very thoroughly. They say: 

This facility is required in our training program to keep pace with the nuclear- 
powered surface-ship program. It will be necessary by 1961 to train 589 en- 
listed men and 34 officers annually. It is proposed, therefore, to locate this fa- 
cility at the Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, because the basic recruit train- 
ing for enlisted personnel, as well as the primary, advanced, and specialized 
training for officer and enlisted personnel, is already located there. 

That is reason No. 1. 

This provides the source of trainees for the basic nuclear training school. 


In answer to the observation of the House report this is what the 
Navy actually said without being directly responsive. They said: 

Careful consideration was given to other available sites and none was found 
to be as economical for the planned student load at Great Lakes. Its central 
geographical location is close to the reactor test sites in Idaho and New York. 
Thus less transportation cost will accrue in transferring the students to ad- 
vanced training. Berthing and messing facilities can be provided at Great Lakes 
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more economically than at any other site. The Naval Training Center at Bain- 
bridge— 

this is directly responsive to the House report— 

was carefully considered. However, the only available facilities are temporary 
recruit barracks, messhalls, and so forth, which are unsuitable for the technical 
training required for nuclear power. Thus to locate the nuclear power school 
there would also require new construction. Technical training facilities pres- 
ently at Bainbridge are being used at maximum capacity. 

That is about the whole story. I think they have effectively an- 
swered this observation in the House report and that economy, 
geographical location, diminution in transportation costs, and every- 
thing else dictate that this budgeted item ought to be approved by the 
committee and be included, because it is highly important and will 
enable them to keep abreast of the so-called nuclear-powered surface- 
ship program. 


UTILIZATION OF CAPACITY OF GREAT LAKES STATION 


Senator Younc. How near to capacity is the Great Lakes Center 
being operated / 

Senator Dirksen. Evidently they must have capacity for it up 
there. 

Senator Youne. That has been a big training center. 

Senator Dirksen. That is right, but the number of people there 
diminishes from time to time. 

In looking over the matter they have decided that is where it ought 
to go and I think it ought to be approved. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, Senator. 


ROCK ISLAND ARSENAL 


Are you interested in the items requested by the Army for the 
engineer depot at the Rock Island Arsenal ? 

Senator Dirksen. I am quite interested in that. 

Senator Cuavez. We had some testimony from the Army in that 
respect, and then the Air Force has a request here for some money 
both for Chanute Airbase and Scott Airbase at Belleville. Are you 
acquainted with those ? 

Senator Dirksen. That is right. Those are established institutions. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Young, I think you had an item, but may 
we listen to Senator Barrett first ? 

Senator Youna. Yes. 

Senator Dirksen. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE Arr Forcr 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK A. BARRETT, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WYOMING 
SUNDANCE, WYO. 
Senator Barrerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I will 
be very brief. 
I have a prepared statement and I would like to say that I am here 


because of the reductions made by the House in the Air Force’s 
budget requests for its aircraft control and warning system. T am 














a 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 523 


particularly interested in an item of $505,000 for family housing at 
Sundance, Wyo., at the proposed aie site there and which was 
cut. by the House. This is a remote area, a considerable distance 
from even a railroad and this family-type housing is badly needed 
there. : c 

Senator Cuavez. Where is that area? Is that in southern Wy- 
oming ¢ : 

Senator Barrerr. Northern Wyoming. It is near the famous 
Devils Tower national monument. It is an area that is very suitable 
for this particular business of radar sites and intercepting missiles 
and aircraft. 

DUPLEX HOUSING UNITS 


These funds will provide 25 duplex housing units and there is no 
other housing available. So it seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that the 
House was a bit imprudent, to say the least, in cutting out that item. 
It was in our military construction authorization bill and the matter 
was gone into pretty thoroughly by the Armed Services Committee. 

I believe that item, above all, should be restored. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that the proposed housing at Hastings 
and the 8 sites in Canada, all of which total $4,760,000, is wise. IL 
have run across this matter here in my studies on this particular 
Sundance Radar Station justification. I believe that the Air Force 
is entirely correct in its requests on these housing matters. 

Senator Cravez. The point that you make is that while they are 
needed and the request is reasonable, nevertheless, the housing in the 
Wyoming area that you speak of is also needed 4 

Senator Barrerr. Yes; I think it is particularly needed there, 
because of the fact that there are no other facilities available in 
that area. 

Senator Cuavez. There are no other cities within the area? 

Senator Barrerr. There is a little town called Sundance about 8 
or 10 miles away down from the mountain, but there is no available 
housing in the town. It is a small inland town and its economic 
status has remained unchanged to any large degree over a period of 
many years. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you. 

Senator Barrerr. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR FRANK BARRETT ON MILITARY ConsTRUCTION, H. R. 13489 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before your committee 
today. I would like to direct my remarks to the House action on H,. R. 13489, 
the military construction appropriation bill. Mr. Chairman, the House made 
sizable reductions in the Air Force budget requests for its aircraft control and 
warning system, including an item of $505,000 for family housing at the radar 
station at Sundance, Wyo. 

I believe the Air Force’s justification for the construction of these family-type 
housing units is sound. The construction of these family housing units was 
approved in the 1959 MCP authorization bill, which the Senate finally passed 
yesterday. The authorization for an appropriation of funds for family-type 
housing at the Sundance radar installation was ineluded in the bill largely 
because the Sundance location is in a remote area and is not available in the 
vicinity of the installation. 

We have been concerned for some time now the need to retain career personnel 
in our Armed Forces. The Federal Government has made every attempt to 
make service careers attractive to men with needed technical skills such as the 
system of providing family housing facilities. 
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; The money which was cut from the House bill for family housing at the radar 
installation in Sundance, Wyo., would provide 25 separate family units of the 


duplex common-wall variety. They would be used jointly by officers and enlisted 
men. 


I would also point out to the committee that this is a small project and 


Capehart housing has not proven to be very feasible when a small number of 
units are involved. 


I feel very strongly that the House cuts should be restored with respect to 
family housing construction. Not only the housing for the Sundance, Wyo., 
installation, but also for the proposed housing at Hastings and at the 8 sites 
in Canada, all of which total $4,760,000. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ATR FORCE 


STATEMENTS OF HON. LYLE S. GARLOCK, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE AIR FORCE (FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT); MAJ. GEN. 
OLIN F. McILNAY, DEPUTY SURGEON GENERAL, USAF; COL. 
EDGAR R. JACKSON, DIRECTORATE OF INSTALLATIONS, OFFICE, 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF; LEWIS E. TURNER, DIRECTORATE OF 
BUDGET, COMPTROLLER; AND COL. GEORGE H. CHASE, OFFICE, 
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF, INTELLIGENCE, AIR FORCE, HEAD- 
QUARTERS, USAF 


HOSPITAL FACILITIES IN NORTH DAKOTA 


Senator Cuavez. Senator Young. 

Senator Younc. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the Air 
Force people discuss the request for a new hospital at Grand Forks, 
N. Dak. 

I note in the House report they state as follows: 

The hospitals requested for Grand Forks Air Force Base, N. Dak., and Selfridge 
Air Force Base, Mich., have been deleted. The committee desires that a re- 


study be made at Grand Forks with detailed consideration given to the use of 
local facilities and the high estimated cost of this hospital. 


Would you comment regarding the need of the hospital at Grand 
Forks ? 

General McInnay. I am Maj. Gen. Olin F. MeIInay, Deputy Sur- 
geon General, Air Force. 

The one comment which was made by the House of cost I would 
like to mention first because I believe they failed to observe that, 
of the hospitals requested to be built similar to this one, this was the 
lowest cost of any of them. Therefore, I do not understand why 
they felt the cost was too high. 

An estimate was given with the best information as to the con- 
struction cost and at first when I heard the cost was challenged, I felt 
that perhaps they thought we were going in for inadequate funds, but, 
as you know, building costs vary in different parts of the country and 
the estimated cost of this construction at Grand Forks was less than 
other similar hospitals. 

Senator Younea. $2,010,000. 

General McILnay. Two million ten; yes, sir. The hospital capacity 
was 50 on 50; that is, a 50-bed hospital with no room for expansion of 
it, because there was no belief that the base was going to grow to such a 
size that we would have to expand it in the future. Therefore, it was 
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the minimum hospital that would answer the requirements with no 
potential expansion of the capability to be built into it. 

For example, we have another similar hospital that is scheduled in 
the program and approved which cost $2,508,000 compared with this 
$2,010,000, and another one which is a similar hospital which is sched- 
uled to be built at a cost of $2,400,000, so we consider that Grand 
Forks, at $2,010,000 is actually getting a hospital of this size at a 
reasonable price compared with experience elsewhere. 


USE OF CIVILIAN HOSPITALS 


Senator Youne. During the course of the hearings in the House 
side, I understand various members requested that you investigate, 
too, the possibility of taking care of your hospital needs by existing 
hospital facilities and local doctors. 

General McIntnay. Yes, sir. It happens that at Grand Forks there 
are two hospitals at the present time, civilian hospitals. One of them 
is the Grand Forks Hospital with a capacity of 150 beds and the other 
is the St. Michael’s Hospital with a capacity of 100 beds. 

There are 119 patients at the present time in the Grand Forks Hos- 
pital and 73 patients in the St. Michael’s Hospital. This comes out 
with a percentage of 7614 percent of the total beds occupied. 

Civilian hospitals like to operate with approximately 80 percent 
occupancy, so you can see they are exceedingly close right now, 7614 
percent, and with the growth of the city it is very possible that they 
will have to exceed the 80 percent in the very near future. 

This 80 percent occupancy is sometimes a little bit of a puzzlement 
to people who are not experienced in operating hospitals. We know 
that even in hotels we cannot occupy all the beds. There must be 
turnaround space. You cannot hold an emergency patient up waiting 
to get in while another patient is being discharged because he has 
recovered. 

There are various specialties within the hospital and you cannot 
put contagious cases in with obstetrical cases or surgical cases, so that 
actually when any hospital, civilian or military, is 80 percent occupied, 
it is considered to be about the ideal situation and is a full hospital. So 
the civilian hospitals do not have the capacity to take care of our load 
there. 

HOSPITALS AT FARGO AND MINOT 


Senator Younc. How about other Government-owned hospitals, 
the one at Fargo 85 miles away, or the one at Minot, 200 miles away. 

General McIunay. The veterans hospital at Fargo is approximately 
85 to 90 miles distant. It depends a little bit on the route one would 
take from the base to get to Fargo, but it is approximately the same 
distance as from the outskirts of Washington to Richmond. Let us 
say it is almost the identical distance as from Fort Belvoir to Rich- 
mond. 

Senator Youne. General, there is a vast difference in the travel 
time. You could make 80 miles in North Dakota where you could 
make 30 miles outside of Washington. 

General McIunay. Sir, the traffic situation between the outskirts 
of Washington and Richmond is not bad, sir. I am sure that we 
would not plan to have our Fort Belvoir patients cared for in a 
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hospital in Richmond. That is much too far away for a hospital to 
support a military base and it would be very undesirable for any plan 
to utilize a hospital that distant regardless of the terraim and the 
nature of the country. 


AIRBASE AT GLAsGow, Mont. 


Senator Younc. The Air Force is building a new airbase at Glas- 
gow, Mont. What would be the number of your personnel there? 

General McIunay. I will have to refer that to Colonel Jackson as 
to the planned strength at Glasgow. 

Colonel Jackson. The planned strength, Senator, is 5,092 and 
approximately 168 civilians in addition thereto. 

Senator Youne. How will you take care of hospital needs there? 

General McInnay. We have a hospital in the program of the same 
size, that is, a planned hospital the same size as the one which we 
badly need at Grand Forks. It is in this program and it was approved 
by the House. It is also a 50-bed hospital to cost slightly more than 
the one planned for Grand Forks because of differences in construe- 
tion costs. 

PERSONNEL STRENGTH AT MINOT 


Senator Younc. At your base in Minot, what would be your per- 
sonnel strength 4 

General McInnay. At the present time we are just in the buildup 
stage and we have a strength of only approximately 250, but that is 
going up within the very near future. 

Colonel Jackson. The projected strength for Minot is 3,574 1 
addition. 

Senator Younc. How do you plan to take care of your needs there? 

General McIunay. In addition we will have some 4,000 dependents 
in there. At the present time, as you probably know, sir, we have a 
six-bed infirmary and it is our plan to build no hospital there. At 
least at the present time it does not appear appropriate. There is a 
veterans’ hospital in Minot and we have asked the Veterans to set 
aside 15 beds for use of military personnel in the Minot hospital. 
They cannot take care of dependents in VA hospitals and we will have 
to depend on the medicare bill to provide medical care for those in 
civilian hospitals in Minot and surrounding areas and there will be 
some cases of a type that will have to go before boards and for one 
reason or another which will have to be flown from Minot to military 
hospitals. They will be small in number compared with the ones that 
will be in the veterans hospital. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the committee 
give special attention to this portion of the testimony. 

You have only asked for authorization of 15 beds at the Minot 
hospital ¢ 

General McIunay. At the veterans’ Minot hospital; yes. 

Senator Youn«G. How do you plan to take care of the rest of those 
patients! Will Minot be about the same size as Grand Forks? 

General McIunay. Yes, sir. It would require a hospital of the same 
size, 50 beds, if we were to build one and our patient load in that 
hospital would be somewhere between 20 and 25 military, probably 
average about 21 patients, and there would also be a dependent patient 
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load in that hospital so that the total would run somewhere between 
35 and 40 patients in such a 50-bed hospital. 

However, with the allocation of 15 beds in the veterans’ hospital and 
with the utilization of this small 6-bed dispensary on the base for the 
minor types of things, like severe upper respiratory diseases, bad colds, 
and things for w hich our airmen should be cared for, but only for a 
short time, that will take care of about 5 or 6 of that type, which 
would not be the type one would wish to transfer to any hospital, but 
merely to give some medical care, so that accounts for about the 20 to 
21 patients that we would care for in any hospital that we built, and 
the situation will be the same between that smal] dispensary for the 
short-term cases and the 15 beds in the veterans’ hospital. 

We will care for the same military load that we would care for if 
we were to build a hospital, which we do not intend to do. 


NEED FOR 50-BED HOSPITAL AT GRAND FORKS 


Senator Younc. You only need 15 or 20 extra beds at Minot. Why 
do you need 50 beds at Grand Forks, when they are about the same 
size base ? 

General McIuNay. Sir, at Grand Forks there is no capability with- 
in the civilian hospitals to provide dependent care for our dependents. 
They are already at the point where those hospitals are running at 
just about the appropriate load, and at Grand Forks, therefore, there 
IS a requirement to provide for dependents and to provide for the 
patient load. 

we will have a military load and we will have approximately 20 to 

5 military patients, and 15, 18 or 20 dependents, depending upon the 
season and the circumstance, and we will well occupy a 50-bed hospital 
at Grand Forks with a patient load that will run between 35 and 45 
patients. 

CAPACITY OF MINOT VA HOSPITAL 


Senator Youne. What did you say the capacity of the Minot VA 
hospital was? 

General McIunay. I do not believe | made any statement as to the 
capac ity. At the present time they have a rated capacity of 162 beds. 
They are stafling operating beds of 89. By that we mean that they 
have put a staff in there capable of not taking care of 162, but of 89 
patients, and they have approximately 70 to 75, 75 at the last count, 
patients in that hospital. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this 
Minot hospit: il was erected about 10 years ago at a cost of about $5 
million. The same hospital today would prob: ably cost 7 or 8 million 
dollars and 2 of the 4 floors have never been used at all. For the life 
of me I cannot understand why you cannot make more use of existing 
Government hospitals. 

OUTPATIENT CLINIC 


L would like to read you some testimony from General Guthrie, 
who was in charge of the Great Falls Base and he was also commander 
of the Glasgow, the Minot, and Grand Forks bases. You will con- 
cede General Guthrie is a top ranking Air Force official. He says— 
he is discussing opening of the hospital— 


The line program is for a six-bed dispensary at a new base at Minot. Now 
I would like to go beyond that a little bit, Senator, and lay you a promise on 
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the table here which I would like to see come about. I am well aware that it 
would have to be done between the Veterans’ Administration and either the De- 
partment of Defense or the Air Force. I would like to see an outpatient clinic, 
which does not now exist in the hospital. 

Since that time the VA hospital there has arrangements with the 
local clinic and it is one of the very best in our whole region. They 


have so many specialists in that clinic than any city in the whole 
surrounding area. 


He goes on to say: 


So all of my routine cases are taken care of in the local hospital by local 
doctors. 


Then he goes on to tell about his own problem at Great Falls: 


So all of my routine cases are taken care of in the local hospital by the local 
doctors, or they will be shipped out to Great Falls or to Parks Airbase in Cali- 


fornia— 
which to me is a needless expense. 


Apparently at the time you had been transporting patients from 
Great Falls as far away as Parks Air Force Base in California. 


TRANSPORTATION OF PATIENTS TO DISTANT HOSPITALS 


According to the House testimony it was common practice for the 
Air Force to transport patients 500 miles or even a thousand miles, 
is that not true? 

General McIunay. Not acute patients such as we would care for in 
the veterans hospital at Minot. There are some patients, for instance, 
TB patients, and we have had a TB center down at Parks and psy- 
chiatric patients which are going to be long-term cases and which are 
going to have to appear before boards to determine their suitability 
for retention or discharge, and some of those patients are transported 
quite long distances in order to get them in appropriate hospitals 
where appropriate study can be made and where the boards that have 
to consider their cases are available. But we do not routinely trans- 
fer any acute surgical or medical cases such distances. It is not good 
medicine and it would be very poor planning. 


FACILITIES AT FARGO 


Senator Younc. The Fargo Veterans’ Hospital is 85 miles away and 
there will soon be a new interstate highway system connecting the 
2 cities. They have a huge hospital there. At one time some 3 or 
4 years ago, St. John’s Hospital, which has a capacity of around 200 
beds and is usually pretty well filled, took all of their patients to the 
veterans hospital, and their nurses, without any difficulty whatever. 

You have all these Government facilities right close by and it just 
seems to me that the Air Force has not made the effort they should to 
try and utilize local facilities or existing Government-owned hospitals. 

Senator Cuavez. I think, General, that Senator Young has a point 
there. You boys once in a while give us concern on account of the 
fact that you do not use the facilities that are available. Instead of 
that you fly them to California, do away with a hospital in Arkansas, 
and fly them into Texas, and things of that nature, and it is of some 
concern. 
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We are under the gun all the time with the fact that we are spend- 
ing money that we should not spend and I think you ought to try 
to “help us, because the committee certainly has been sy mpathetic to 
the military, especially in respect to hospitals. 

We pay as much attention to hospitals as we do to getting good air- 
ships and good guns, and things of that nature. 


I hope that the Air Force will consider these matters and try to 
make the local hospital available. 


HOSPITAL SITUATION IN PANAMA 


Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, about 5 years ago I was sent down 
to the Panama Canal Zone with a subcommittee of this committee 
to find a way of closing some of the military hospitals there. We were 
oper ating five. 

The Air Force had one. The Army had one. The Navy had one, 
and the Panama Canal Zone one, and I think there was still another. 
After about a year and a half battle we finally succeeded in closing all 
but one major hospital, the San Gorgas Hospital operated by the 
Panama Canal Zone Company, and that hospital is only about. half 
filled now. It was a terrific battle to get any of these excess hospitals 
closed. They all wanted to operate even though they only had a few 
patients in them. 

The Chairman, I really do not want to deny a hospital that is neces- 
sary for this base and I will leave it to the judgment of the committee 
as to whether or not there is need to appropriate the money for that 
hospital. 

General McInnay. I would like to answer that we consider this 
re at Grand Forks most essential to the operation of our mili- 

tary program there. 

As has been brought out, it is as far away from the nearest Govern- 
ment hospital as it is from Fort Belvoir to Richmond, Va. and that 
would be a most unsatisfactory means of trying to provide the essen- 
tial medical care for both the military and the dependents at Grand 
Forks. 

Senator Cuavez. Do you not agree that traveling in North Dakota 
or in New Mexico is easier than traveling from here to Fort Belvoir? 

Mr. Gartock. I am from Minnesota, as you know, and there is a 
substantial part of the year out there when traveling that distance 
can be extremely difficult. 

I believe Senator Young would agree that we do get some bad 
weather in the winter season up there now and then that even 85 miles 
makes a real tough trip. 

Senator Cuavez. Once in a while they get a better winter in North 
Dakota than we do in New Mexico. 

Senator Youne. It is very rarely now that these new highways are 
blocked and when you get the interstate highways, you will have no 
problem at all. 

Senator Cravez. The building program provides now for 41,000 
miles of interstate highway zoning, plus a lot of money, millions, for 
primary, secondary, and farm-to-the-market roads, so the way it is 
going all over the country you are off the mud the year around. 

Senator Youne. I would like to point out further that at the Minot 
base they have only planned to contract for 15 beds at the veterans’ 
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hospital. You either plan to transport those patients to some other 
base or you will not have enough beds. 


BED OCCUPANCY AT AIR FORCE HOSPITALS 


Senator CuHavez. Why have a 50-bed hospital if you only need 15 
beds and you only have, I think you mentioned, about 42 percent oc- 
cupancy? Why have more beds? 

You mentioned, General, that in one of these hospitals you were 
not even going to have 50 percent occupancy. 

General MclIt NAY. ] am not aware of any suc ‘h statement, not of our 
Air Force hospitals. It is very possible that in 1 of these veterans’ 
hospitals the occupancy is about 50 percent. I am sure that is true 
in the Minot hospital, and in the Minot hospital the veterans will care 
for any of our dependent cases. 

When we state 15 beds, that merely means that as far as their budg- 
eting, and planning, and staffing, they are planning to take care of 
an average of about 15 patients of our military. If, for some reason 
or other, we have 30 patients that should be in that type of hospital 
nearby, there will be 30 patients and they will take care of them for 
us; 1 am very certain of that. 

Senator Cuavez. If this committee and this Senate allows you your 
request and the House conferees agree to it, how many beds are you 
going to have? 

General McItnay. At Grand Forks? 

Senator CHavez. Yes. 

General McIunay. That is where the 
gently need this 50-bed hospital. 

Senator Cuavez. How many beds are you going to have? 

General McIuNay. We are planning to build 50 beds and they will 
be occupied by somewhere between 35 and 45 patients, depending on 
the time of year, but there will be a very good occupancy. It will run 
up in the vicinity of 75 to 80 percent occupied and that is a very good 
occupancy for a small hospital. The smaller the hospital, the lower 
the percentage is that you can have occupied, because we have the 
different types of cases that must be in different areas and if you have 
an obstetrical case, for example, you cannot put that in with some other 
type cases. 

Senator Criavez. The chairman has a lot of respect for those who 
are trying to build hospitals from the military end of it, but, after all, 
I do think that the Senator from the individual State ought to know 
something about his own area, including military personnel. 

I try to keep abreast of military per rsonnel. Believe me, I am after 
them all the time to do something for military personnel, but I would 
not like to see a hospital at Kirtland Field, or at Holloman, or at 
Walker, or at Cannon that is only 50 percent or even 60 or 75 percent 
occupied. 


request is and where we ur- 


USE OF LOCAL HOSPITALS 


Senator Younc. I would like to repeat again what General Guthrie, 
the former commander had to say. He is still in active service. He is 
in the Far East, a top ranking Air Force official. He said: 
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So all of my routine cases are taken care of in the local hospital by the loeal 
doctors, or they are shipped out to Great Falls or out to Parks Air Force Base 





which to me is a needless expense. 

Apparently at that time you were transporting to each of these 
bases, and Parks Air Force Base in California is 1,000 or 1,500 miles 
away. 

General McIunay. I would like to assure this committee that every 
time we program any hospital construction any place it is a matter that 
is verry serious as far as we are concerned. Our portion of the military 
construction program for hospitals is very, very small. We have many, 
many hospitals that we should have in this program, but we cannot 
have them in. 

We have hospitals that are falling apart which should have been 
replaced a long time ago, but because there is only so much money 
that can and should be spent at one time and because we have to 
complete for our portion of the military construction program, we 

‘an only build so many and we never plan a hospital to take a portion 
of this money that would be avail: ible to us without being very posi- 
tive that we need that hospital and it is going to be properly utilized. 

This hospital at Grand Forks of 50 beds will be running right 
around an average of 40 patients, which is 80 percent occupancy, 
which is very good occupancy. 


CAPACITY OF LOCAL FACILITIES 


The local facilities, as I pointed out, are already 761 abo 
occupied, that is, the civilian facilities, and they are going to have 
problem in the near future taking care of their own local civilian 
population there. We cannot expect them to take care of our depend- 
ent load in those hospitals and we have a real requirement. It cannot 
be properly met by transporting them some 85 miles up to Fargo 
or some 220 miles to the hospital at Minot, and I am sure that none 
of us would like to live in an area in which we had to depend upon 
hospitalization for ourselves, our wives or families, with the nearest 
hospital to be utilized that far away. 

Senator Cuavez. I do not think that is what Senator Young had 
in mind. What he is complaining about is not the situation that you 
have just outlined, but the fact that you fly them from some place 
in North Dakota clear out to Parks in California. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, I have another item in mind and 
that is an appropriation in the Defense appropriation bill, some $80 
million, for care of military personnel outside of Government-owned 
hospitals and even when you have your own facilities, a sizable per- 
centage of your personnel could still go to other hospitals for care. 
That will probably be the case at Grand Forks. You probably will 
only have 2 or 3 doctors, and you have some very fine clinics there. 
Your personnel will want to go to our local doctors and hospitals 
if they can and they probably will if we appropriate the money. 

Certainly you are not assuming that they are going to expand 
their hospital facilities, are you? 

General McInnay. IT do not know what their plans for the future 
might be. I feel they are going to be forced to expand their hospital 
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facilities to take care of their own load before too many years pass 
and we badly need this hospital at Grand Forks. 


OFFUTT AIR FORCE BASE, NEBR. 


Mr. Turner. Mr. Chairman, the Air Force has one other item that 
we would like to bring before the committee if there is no objection. 

On July 10, we requested a reprograming action of the committee. 
Tt has to do with a classified requirement at Offutt Air Force Base 
in Nebraska, $2,166,000. Both Armed Services Committees have been 
notified and the House Appropriations Committee approved the item 
on July 16. 

Colonel Chase is here and I would like him to present the require- 
ment to the committee. 

Senator Cuavez. All right, Colonel. 

Colonel Cuasz. I am Col. George H. Chase, office of Assistant Chief 
of Staff, Intelligence, Air Force Headquarters, USAF. 

Senator CHavez. I would remind you that this is an open hearing. 

Mr. Turner. I think we can present the requirement on a non- 
classified basis, Mr. Chairman. If there is anything classified we will 
furnish it to the committee under a separate cover. 

Senator Cuavez. All right, sir. 

Colonel Cuasr. The particular building in question consists of a 
wing to be added to the Headquarters, Strategic Air Command Con- 
trol Center. The wing in question is this particular wing you see here 
in this picture. This will consist of a basement and 3 floors which 
will house approximately $10 million worth of equipment already pur- 
chased to assure the rapid data handling of Intelligence information 
to support the SAC alert, follow-on, missile, and reconnaissance forces. 

Senator Brinces. You say underground? 


TARGET TRAJECTORY CENTER 


Colonel Cuasr. A basement, sir, and three floors above ground. 

In this particular wing the basement itself will house the target 
trajectory center. 

In this particular center will be the equipment, sir, which is sched- 
uled for delivery by the end of this year to take care of the necessary 
target trajectory information required in support of both the aero- 
dynamic and the ballistic missiles. This will prepare the tapes, trays, 
and the matrices to go into the missiles. 

Senator Cuavez. The equipment is already on hand? 

Colonel Cras. It will be delivered by the end of this year for that 
particular area. ore 

Senator Cravez. And the installation you require is to take care of 
that equipment ? 

Colonel Cuase. That is right, sir. 


ELECTRONIC INTELLIGENCE CENTER 


On the first and second floors the electronic intelligence center will be 
housed in which we will have $714 million worth of what we call 
GIRDH equipment, which is ground installed reconnaissance data 
handling equipment. ; 

Senator Cravez. It will be generally in the nature of what you have 
now at Offutt? 














ORY, 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 1959 533 


Colonel Case. Plus equipment which is scheduled for delivery, sir, 
in this particular instance by July of 1959. 

Senator Cuavez. But the installation will be more or less similar to 
what is there now ? 

Colonel Cuase. That is correct, sir. It is an extension to that partic- 
ular building and will tie directly into it. 

In this particular area we will be able to rapidly and automaticall 
process the mass of electronic information into intelligence. As TI sai 
this equipment will be delivered by July of 1959. 


On the third floor, we will have the research, geodetic, and the 
photogrametric center. 


DELIVERY OF EQUIPMENT 


As to the equipment for this particular area, part of it will be de- 
livered by the end of this year and the balance of it by July of 1959. 

This particular equipment permits us to rapidly extrapolate and 
evaluate necessary intelligence from photdégraphy and also to store 
and retrieve, in miniaturized form, documentary intelligence informa- 
tion which can rapidly be processed in support of the SAC mission. 

If there are any other questions I will be glad to answer them. 

Senator Cuavez. Not as far as the chairman is concerned. 

Senator Bripcrs. No questions. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Hayden ? 

Senator Haypen. No. 

Senator Cuavez. May I say this to the members of the subcommit- 
tee: I do hope that in the not too distance future each and every one 
of you will get an opportunity to go to Offutt. It is worth while. 

You will know why we are doing something, and why we take the 
responsibility of appropriating money. It is a trip worth while and 
which every Senator should see. 

Thank you. 

Colonel Cuase. Thank you. 

Mr. Gartock. I want to so assure you that the Air Force will co- 
operate in making transportation facilities available for members of 
the committee. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator Bridges, do you have an item ? 

Senator Bripcrs. Yes. I would like to ask Mr. Zackrison of the 
engineers a few questions regarding the Air Force item for water 
supply at Pease Air Force Base in New Hampshire. Are you familiar 
with the testimony given by Mr. Ferry in regard to this matter? 


PEASE AIR Force BASE, N. H. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY B. ZACKRISON, CHIEF, ENGINEERING DIVI- 


SION, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
ARMY 


SURFACE-WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Zackrison, [am Harry B. Zackrison, Chief of the Engineering 
Division, Office of the Chief of Engineers. 
Senator Briners. Mr. Zackrison, are you familiar with the testimony 


given by Mr. Ferry in regard to the Pease Air Force Base water 
supply ? 


Ot ae 


my 
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Mr. Zacxrison. Yes, sir; I am. 

Senator Bripces. Are you in agreement with Mr. Ferry that a sur- 
face-water supply as contemplated by the construction of the dam in 
the Bellamy River, as requested by Air Force, will be the best as- 
sured long-range solution of the water problem ¢ 

Mr. Zackxrison. That would be my considered opinion. <A surface- 
water supply is much more dependable from a long-range standpoint 
im that we are able to predict in advance the qu: tity of water avail- 
able, whereas with underground water supplies we cannot predict 
how much water will fall in a given area. 

Senator Brinces. As the previous experience with the wells did not 
live up to expectations in this area, is it an indication perhaps that the 
the subsurface supply is being very thoroughly tapped at present ? 

Mr. Zackrison. Certainly that partic ular field was well tapped in- 
asmuch as the water table fell ver ‘y markedly below that which was 
expected. 

OVERPUMPING OF WELL FIELD 


Senator Bripexs. Mr. Ferry testified the original well field had been 
overpumped resulting in some plugging up of veins and that any fu- 
ture well field overpumping will not be allowed to take place. 

Do you have any comment on that 

Mr. Zacxrison. You cannot tell with any certainty at what point 
overpumping will happen. You have to do this by trial and error. 
At a given point the volume may start to drop off. 

In this particular instance that we have in question I do not be- 
lieve that oe reduction in volume of water supplies was caused by 
plugging but rather from overpumping of the area in which the rain 
was falling. 

FUNDS REQUEST FOR CONSTRUCTION OF DAM 


Senator Bripcrs. May I ask, then, in summation, is it your well- 
considered opinion and your best judgment that the dam requested by 
the Air Force as provided in this bill would be a far better solution 
both from the standpoint of a guaranteed supply and also the long- 
range aspect of certainty in supplying water in the future ? 

Mr. Zackxrison. While the wells will supply the water which is 
required at the present time, the solution of a dam with a surface- 
water supply would provide a much more reliable source of supply 
over the long-term viewpoint. Certainly it is an added asset rather 
than detracting from the given water supply. 

Senator Briers. Thank you very much. 

Senator Cuavez. Tell me, you have made studies of the adequacy 
of the water in the river, the surplus water ? 

Mr. Zackrison. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. It meets the requirements that you see / 

Mr. Zackrison. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. From an engineering standpoint ? 

Mr. Zacxrison. It will, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you. 

Senator Brinces. Thank you very much, Mr. Zackrison. 

Senator CHAVEZ. " Senator Hayden ? 2 

Senator Haypen. No questions. 

Senator Cuavez. Are there any further questions? Senator 
Kefauver. 
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AiR Force Depot, MEMPHIS, TENN. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ESTES KEFAUVER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Keravuver. Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, I am sorry 
I was not here when the Air Force witnesses were here, but I have 
been out of town and I just came back. I would like my statement to 
follow that of the Air Force witnesses. 

In my statement I speak for Senator Gore. He may have sent an- 
other statement of his own, but he has been down in Tennessee on an 
important matter and he may not be back. 

In the budget is an estimate of $1,400,000 for modification of exist- 
ing facilities at the Memphis General Depot, general depot for 
logistical operations associated with motor-vehicle supply activity, 
relocated from the Mallory Air Force Depot at Memphis. 

The Memphis General Depot is an Army depot, a permanent struc- 
ture building, a modern building. The Air Force plans to close the 
Mallory Depot, which has a fine and illustrious record, and has been 
moving various parts of the operation to other places. 


AIR FORCE VEHICLE MANAGEMENT FUNCTION 


The Air Force vehicle management function is the most important 
operation at the Mallory Depot. This employs about 1,100 people. 
There is room for this operation at the Army depot, but there has to 
be some remodeling and reconstruction done in order to place it there. 
Wherever this function goes, either a building will have to be built 
or there will have to be some expenditure for remodeling some facility. 

I have talked with Secretary Douglas about this. He feels that it 
would save a great deal of money. It will prevent these 1,100 fami- 
lies from having to move to some other place in some other city and 
be dislocated. Most of them have their homes. Their children are 
in school. They are an important part of the life of Memphis and 
this has been a very efficient operation. 

All the members of the Armed Services Committee with whom I 
have talked feel that this is a good plan of utilizing space in the Army 
depot for this Air Force operation, but it will require this amount of 
money to put it in shape so it can be used. 


HOUSE COMMENT 


— 


Senator Cuavez. Senator, this is the House language: 


The committee has deleted the funds requested for warehouse facilities at 
the Memphis General Depot, Tenn. This mission can be carried on at almost 
any location within the continental United States where there are facilities 
available. The Air Force will be expected to locate this unit at one of the many 
inactive facilities available throughout the military at the present time. 

That is the language of the House. 

Senator Kerauver. Yes, Mr. Chairman. — ' 

That is what they would be doing in this case, relocating it, and 
this isa faciilty that isavailable. ' 

Senator Cuavez. Your main point for not doing that is the dis- 
location of personnel; is that not right? 
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Senator Kerauver. No. Relocating the facility at some existing 
facility is what the Air Force plans to do and wants to do, only they 
want to relocate the facility at the Army depot, which is also in 
Memphis. 

Wherever they went, wherever they took this operation, if they 
went to some other city or some other location, Secretary Douglas 
and the Air Force people with whom I have talked said that a new 
building would have to be built or some building would have to be 
remodeled, just as they are remodeling this one in Memphis, putting 
it in shape so they can use it. 

Of course, one great advantage is that it will not cost any more to 
remodel this building than it will some other building to which they 
might move. 

DISLOCATION OF PERSONNEL 


Then the other great advantage is that this fine group of people 
who have made such an outst: inding record in the control of Air Force 
vehicles, this team would not be broken up and they would not be put 
to the expense of moving their families and finding new homes. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


I have a more detailed statement which I would like to have printed 
in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR ESTES KEFAUVER ON MEMPHIS GENERAL DEPOT 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the members of the Appropriations Committee 
for this opportunity to testify regarding an important military installation in 
Memphis, Tenn. I appreciate the conscientious effort that the committee makes 
to obtain the maximum return to the Government from every dollar spent. It 
is to advise the committee in regard to a very prudent expenditure that I appear 
today. 

As you realize, the Department of the Air Force is engaged in a consolida- 
tion program in regard to its supply and logistics activities. In the past I have 
protested this consolidation since it represents a reversal of a decentralization 
program in the Air Materiel Command begun in 1954. Now the Air Materiel 
Command is again centralizing the logistics structure which will result in the 
closing down of 5 depots and 9 stations. Since the Secretary of the Air Force 
has informed me that these changes are expected to result in a net saving of 
$23,339,679, I must accede to the judgment of the Air Force in this matter. 

One of the installations which will be deactivated is the Memphis Air Force 
Depot at Memphis, Tenn. It is expected that this installation will be entirely 
shut down by 1962. This depot has had an illustrious record in management 
efficiency, receiving awards for competence many times over. The personnel 
are highly skilled and they exhibit a devotion to their responsibilities which is 
seldom found. It would be wasteful in the extreme to deny the Government their 
services by a complete and arbitrary transfer which did not take into considera- 
tion compelling circumstances which favor their continued employment and 
utilization. 

The Air Force has proposed that the Air Force vehicle management function 
be transferred from the Memphis Air Force Depot to the Memphis General 
Depot. The Memphis General Depot is under the jurisdiction of the Army but 
is not completely utilized. It is estimated that 131,000 square feet of space 
could be made available to the Air Force through a modification of one of the 
buildings. According to Army Corps of Engineers estimates the total cost of 
such renovation would be $1,464,000. The Air Force strongly supported its re- 
quest for these funds in the House of Representatives but was denied them by 
the House Appropriations Committee with the cryptic statement that the Air 
Force “will be expected to locate this unit at one of the many inactive facilities 
available throughout the military at the present time,” since, the House Com- 
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mittee on Appropriations asserted, it can be carried on at almost any location 
within the United States. 

I feel there is much evidence and argument which refutes this assertion by 
the House committee, which apparently labored under the assumption that the 
transfer of this function to another base would be entirely free of expense. 
Wherever the Air Force vehicle management function is located, it will require 
either the construction of new facilities or modification of existing facilities for 
its installation. This function requires the installation of computers which 
keep track of and allocate the proper motor vehicles to the Air Force as they 
are needed. Such equipment cannot be installed nor can administrative space 
be made available without modification of existing structures. 

As I pointed out before, the operation of these machines and the intimate 
knowledge of this logistical function comes only with experience and training. 
The personnel at Memphis have efficiently managed this enterprise for many 
years. If the function is transferred to some other location, the Air Force will 
unquestionably lose a large number of these people and will then have to retrain 
new personnel. This, in my estimation, is an extravagance which we can ill 
afford. 

The capstone of this argument is the fact that there is space available in the 
Memphis area. The Army has already agreed to provide the space for the 
Air Force at the Memphis General Depot. Even with expected increases in 
the utilization by the Army the depot will provide all the space necessary for 
the vehicle management function. 

The Memphis General Depot is a permanent installation valued at $43 million 
in 1956. Except for a few buildings all of the structures are of permanent-type 
construction. It is, in my estimation, wasteful in the extreme to allow this 
expensive space to go unoccupied. 

It might be added that the combination of the two Departments in a single 
installation would be an excellent example of the coordination that can exist 
under our unified Military Establishment. 

Approximately 1,100 employees and their families will be distressed needlessly 
if the Air Force is required to thansfer the vehicle management function. 
These people are permanent residents of the Memphis area. They have pur- 
chased homes there and are sending their children to the Memphis schools. 
Community programs for schools, parks, churches, and other public facilities 
have been planned with these people in mind. Many of these people have con- 
tributed significantly to the community life in Memphis and the region will feel 
a social as well as an economic loss at their departure. 

I sincerely hope that the Senate Appropriations Committee will grant the 
request of the Air Force for this modification work so that the Air Materiel 
Command can continue to benefit from its location in the Memphis area. This 
modest expenditure now will prevent much larger expenditures in the very 
near future. It will also prevent an impairment of the vitally necessary logis- 
ties function of the Air Force. 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 


August 11, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


The United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR DENNIS: I would like to amplify my statement which I submitted to 
you this morning before the Appropriations Committee in regard to the modifi- 
cation of existing facilities at Memphis General Depot for logistical operations 
associated with the Air Force vehicle management function relocated from 
the Mallory Air Force Depot. 

The machines required for this activity are extremely heavy and complex. 
They require special installation and therefore will involve expense regardless 
of where this activity is located. Furthermore, the operation of these machines 
requires a high degree of proficiency and skill. This proficiency and skill is 
obtained only with training and long experience. The personnel at Mallory 
have the experience necessary to operate these machines and have established 
an excellent performance record. I think it can be assumed that if this instal- 
lation is moved to some other location than the Memphis area a large number 
of these employees will not move but will remain in Memphis because of their 
attachments there. Thus, the Air Force will lose the skills necessary for this 
vital activity. 
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I believe for these reasons as well as others contained in my statement and 
as Submitted to you by the Air Force that the money requested for the modifica- 
tion of the Memphis General Depot should be restored to this appropriation bill. 

With appreciation for your consideration, I am, 

Sincerely, 
Estes KEFAUVER. 


SAVINGS POSSIBLE BY USE OF ARMY DEPOT 


Senator Krerauver. Mr. Douglas advised me that by making this 
move they expect a considerable saving; that is, by deactivating the 
Mallory depot and moving this activity over to the Army depot, so 
that this is, according to their figures, a chance to save a lot of money 
by spending a small amount to make this move possible. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you. 

Senator Srennis. I know they have a very fine facility there. I 
have observed it some in coming through Memphis from time to time. 
I hate to see it turned down. 

Senator Krerauver. The Army depot is a pean ae building 
and there are 131,000 square feet of space that is available for this 
Air Force facility, but it has to be remodeled to some extent. I cer- 
tainly hope this amount of money will be put back in the bill. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, Senator, we will consider it very care- 
fully. 

Senator Johnson has submitted two letters for the record. 

(The letters referred to appear on pp. 121 and 123.) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


STATEMENT OF HON. STROM THURMOND, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


SouTH CAROLINA PROJECTS 


Senator Cuavez. The Senator from South Carolina. 

Senator THurmonp. Mr. Chairman, I want to say but just a word. 
There has been authorized a classified project at Charleston, S. C., 
which, I understand, is a vital step for the national defense. I am 
sure you gentlemen are familiar with what it is. I shall not go into 
the details, but I just wanted to express the hope that the appropria- 
tion for the project will be made so that it can be begun immediately. 
I understand the Navy feels it is very urgent, and we would like to see 
it started as quickly as possible. 

Senator Cuavez. Is there anyone here from the Navy? We had 
testimony on that. 

Senator THurmonp. The other project down there was a drydock 
for which there was $500,000, I believe, authorized for planning. The 
Navy is vitally interested in that, too. Consequently, if arrange- 
ments could be made to take care of those two projects, we would 
thank you very much. 

Senator Cuavez. We will consider it. 

Senator THurmonp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your kindness 
and your courtesy. 

Senator Cuavez. Dr. Johnson, I think you are next. State your 
name for the record. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


STATEMENT OF ROY W. JOHNSON, DIRECTOR, ADVANCED 
RESEARCH PROJECTS AGENCY 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Jounson. My name is Roy W. Johnson, Director of the Ad- 
vanced Research Project Agency, Department of Defense. 

Senator Cuavez. Do you want to discuss a matter of military con- 
struction of the Advanced Research Projects Agency, Department of 
Defense / 

Mr. Jounson. That is right, sir. I wish to start by saying this 
discussion, as far as I am concerned, is in no way an appeal of the 
action taken by the House. We are very satisfied with the House 
action. 

Senator Cuavez. Then just insert your statement in the record, if 
you have one. 

PREPARED STATEMENT 


If you are satisfied with the House action, just insert that in the 
record and you will save usa little time. 

Mr. Jounson. All right, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, Doctor. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Roy W. JOHNSON, DIRECTOR, ADVANCED RESEARCH PROJECTS AGENCY, 
CONCERNING THE Fiscat YEAR 1959 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a pleasure for me to appear 
before the committee and to explain the proposed language included in the sup- 
plemental bill which would permit ARPA to spend up to $50 million for instal- 
lations and facilities required for advanced research projects. The language 
included in the bill for the Advanced Research Projects Agency does not make 
any additional funds available but permits us to spend funds included in the 
regular appropriations act for installations and facilities. 

The Advanced Research Projects Agency was organized to provide the Depart- 
ment of Defense expedited and forward-looking research programs. The areas 
of responsibility assigned to us by the Secretary of Defense include space science 
and technology, ballistic missile defense and other advanced research and develop- 
ment activities. In carrying out our assignments, we foresee the need for spe- 
«ial purpose facilities. Although we are still reviewing the detailed require- 
ments of our programs, it appears that approximately one-half of the amount 
this language would authorize would be used for installations and facilities for 
a single classified project. The balance of the authorization is at this time a 
contingency estimate for which I can only outline the nature of the problems 
and give illustrative examples of the probable construction required to facilitate 
their solution. Examples of these project areas that may require construction 
are: 

1. Satellite tracking fence improvements. 

2. Remote tracking facilities ; e. g., of lunar probes. 

3. Ballistic missile defense ; development of improved radar. 

4. Satellite launching facilities for orbits not now possible from existing 
facilities. 

5. Modification to existing launch facilities to adapt to ARPA needs. 


I will be glad to give the committee some illustrative examples in more detail, 
in a classified document. 
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STATEMENTS OF MAURICE H. LANMAN, JR., ASSISTANT GENERAI. 
COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE; MILTON PEARL, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY; AND 
EDWARD A. SOMPAYRAC, OFFICE, SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL) 


LANGUAGE CHANGES 


Senator Cuavez. We have some language items, Mr. Lanman. 

Mr. Lanman. Mr. Chairman, the Department of Defense has two 
matters with relation to the general provisions of the supplemental 
appropriation act which we would like to discuss with the committee 
today. 

The first one relates to a provision which the House inserted in the 
bill as section 612. It provides for a limitation on the amount of 
money that can be paid by the Department for the purchase of land 
or easements. 

Mr. Pearl, of the Office of Chief of Engineers, Departnient of the 
Army, will present the position on that provision, which the Depart- 
ment of Defense has recommended for deletion from the bill. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Peart. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement which I will submit 
for the record, but I would like to make a few comments and answer 
any questions that the committee might have. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT oF Minton A. PEARL, OFFICE OF CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES 
ARMY ON BEHALF OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, CONCERNING SEcTION 612, 
H. R. 13489, 85rH CONGRESS 


Mr. Chairman, I am Milton A. Pearl, Office of the Chief of Engineers, United 
States Army, and am pleased to appear here today as the representative of the 
Department of Defense to present the Department’s views on section 612 of 
H. BR. 13489, the Military Construction Appropriation Act. This section would 
allow the Secretaries of the 3 military departments, when using the funds 
appropriated by this act, to pay up to 10 percent above the value determined 
by the Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of Yards and Docks for the purchase 
of interests in lands unless a higher amount has been determined by a Federal 
court. 

Land acquisition within the Department of Defense is accomplished for the 
Army and Air Force by the Chief of Engineers and for the Navy by the Chief, 
Bureau of Yards and Pocks. In addition, the Chief of Engineers acquires 
lands for the Atomic Energy Commission and for Department of the Army 
water resource development projects, neither of which would be affected by 
the act. 

Before a project is finally approved, we make what we call a gross appraisal, 
i. e., a rough estimate that forms the base for authorization and appropriation. 
After the project is approved, we make our individual tract appraisals, which, 
when totaled, may exceed the original estimate. If, then, the 110-percent-of- 
value limitation proposed by section 612 is intended as a control on expenditures, 
as compared with appropriations, it would not be effective. Since the section 
would not accomplish this possible objective, the Department of Defense respect- 
fully urges that you consider its other aspects and delete the section in view 
of the overwhelming administrative disadvantages and burdens that it would 
carry with it. 

The fifth amendment to the Constitution of the United States provides that 
no “private property (shall) be taken for public use, without just compensation.” 
In the acquisition of land by the United States, the courts have interpreted 
this constitutional guaranty, which has not been defined by general legisla- 
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tion, to require the Government to pay market value of the property taken 
and that, in the absence of specific. statutory authority, other losses and 
damages are not compensable. The act of July 2, 1917, which has been codified 
in section 2663 of title 10, United States Code, gives to the Secretaries of the 
three military departments authority to contract for the direct purchase of 
land in lieu of condemnation if the Secretary concerned considers the price 
to be reasonable. There is no limitation in that statute on the absolute dis- 
cretion of the Secretary of the Department to determine what is reasonable. 
For many reasons, it is our general aim to avoid condemnation, if possible. 

Appraisals prepared by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Yards and 
Docks in accordance with criteria established by the courts for determination of 
just compensation provide the yardstick by which the Secretaries of the services 
judge the reasonableness of offers by owners to convey their property to the 
United States. In order to obtain the most informed opinion of value, both 
the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Yards and Docks, generally, obtain 
two appraisals. Preferably, at least one of these should be by contract from a 
private appraiser familiar with area values. It is our policy, Mr. Chairman, to 
pay to the owner the actual market value of the property—not more and not 
less. However, we all know that an appraisal is only an estimate, and that the 
appraisal of real estate is not an exact science. There can be, and are, honest 
differences of opinion between appraisers. Therefore, if a landowner has cogent 
reasons to indicate that the appraisal should be reviewed, we do so, and, in some 
cases, we may find that our appraiser omitted some element; in other cases, 
the district engineer may recommend a settlement above the appraised value. 
It is impossible to set a percentage guide. Moreover, in cases involving modest 
sums, the technical value of the land interest is not a realistic standard to which 
a percentage should be added, since a recent survey indicates that the costs in 
the Department of Defense alone, exclusive of the Department of Justice, average 
$400 for each tract in condemnation. 

We say, first, therefore, that, since each case must be treated on its own 
merits, it is essential that the discretion of the Secretaries remain unimpaired ; 
second, that to do otherwise would cause an increase in the condemnation of 
low-value lands. In this connection, I would like to refer for a moment to our 
experience in the Corps of Engineers, which is the largest land-acquisition agen- 
cy, acquiring approximately 8,000 tracts per annum. The Bureau of Yards and 
Docks during the last 3 fiscal years has acquired, in the aggregate, a total of 
2,589 tracts. 


1. The Corps of Engineers has acquired the majority of tracts through direct 
purchase, without condemnation. 

2. Between 1951 and 1957, in all acquisitions by the Corps of Engineers, 24 
percent of all tracts were acquired in condemnation because we could not agree 
as to price. However, only 56 percent of all tracts have been acquired by direct 
purchase by the Corps of Engineers since an additional 20 percent of the cases 
are condemned for reasons other than price. During the last 3 years the Navy 
Department has acquired only 21 percent of its cases through direct purchase 
and they do not have any breakdown as to how many of the remainder were con- 
demned because of price. 

3. Of approximately 40 tracts approved through the Office, Chief of Engineers 
for acquisition in 1957 at a price in excess of the appraised value, 9 were at civil- 
works projects. Of the remaining 31 at military—Army and Air Force—projects 
25 were acquired at prices more than 10 percent above the appraised value. 
However, of these, only 7 involved sums in excess of $4,000. Actually the 
majority of settlements involved sums under $1,000 where, for example, a land- 
owner insisted on $300 and we had a $250 appraisal, a situation which would 
require condemnation under section 612 of H. R. 13489. 

4. The review of all Corps of Engineers acquisitions for the years 1951-57 
revealed that a total of 17,672 tracts were acquired by direct purchase; that these 
tracts were valued by us at $102,206,548; and that the total payments made for 
these direct-purchase cases were $101,058,193 or $1,148,350 under our appraisals. 
In only 1 year did our payments exceed valuations, when in fiscal year 1955 
we paid out $29,296 above our $8,213,481 total appraisal figure. 

5. During fiscal year 1956, the only one for which we have data, all payments, 
including court awards, exceeded Corps of Engineers appraisals by 8 percent while 
stipulations and awards exceeded valuations by 10 percent. While we do not 
have a breakdown as to the cases settled by stipulation versus those that went 
to trial, your attention is invited to the fact that secion 612 of the act now be- 
fore you could be construed to require an actual court determination whenever 
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over 10 percent of valuation is to be paid, thereby curbing the use of stipula- 
tions by the Department of Justice. For this and other reasons, it is suggested 
that the views of the Attorney General on this section should also be obtained. 

We submit that our procedures are reasonable and that our experience indi- 
eates the necessity to retain title 10, United States Code, section 2663, without 
change in this regard. 

There is one final aspect that I would like to consider briefly, and that is the 
relationship of this section to the basic general law of compensation. Even 
though the military departrments pay moving expenses incurred as a direct re- 
Sult of project land acquisition, there are times when owners and tenants are 
not compensated in full for their losses. This committee addressed itself to one 
aspect of this problem in reporting out the 1956 Public Works Appropriation Act 
(S. Rept. 700, 84th Cong., dated July 1, 1955) when you requested the Chief of 
Engineers to consider the feasibility of general legislation to pay for some dam- 
ages for which there is no compensation under the court decisions. However, 
these factors are found in all governmental aquisitions and are not peculiar to the 
acquisition of land for military purposes. The Department of Defense is in- 
terested in equal treatment to all and believes that, if possible, it is desirable to 
establish uniformity in all land acquisitions regardless of the purpose for which 
the United States proposes to use the land. 

The day before yesterday, on August 9, 1958, the Department of the Army 
received clearance from the Director, Bureau of the Budget to submit on behalf 
of the Department of Defense a favorable report on H. R. 9994, 85th Congress, a 
bill to establish a commission to study the adequacy of compensation for real 
property acquired by the United States. Pending such a review we urge a halt 
to piecemeal legislation, even though a survey may disclose that we should pro- 
vide a flat or percentage increase above the appraisal value, a practical result 
that we think would follow from enactment of section 612 as an open invitation 
for landowners to insist on that added 10 percent without regard to circumstances. 

Finally, therefore, in addition to the matters previously set forth, it is urged 
that section 612 be deleted from the pending military construction appropriation 
act in the interest of ultimate uniformity. In this connection I would also like 
to call your attention to the fact that land acquistions at the same or adjacent 
projects may be financed from separate appropriations and that we could have 
the anomoly of being required to buy property from one owner under two differ- 
ent sets of rules since section 612 would not be general legislation and would 
apply only to the use of funds from this particular act. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my statement with appreciation for the ap- 
portunity you have afforded the Department to present its views. I shall be 
glad to answer any questions you or the members of the committee may have 


LIMITATION ON LAND ACQUISITION 


Mr. Praru. The section that was indicated would limit the Secre- 
taries of the three military departments in direct purchase in land 
acquisition from funds under this act to pay not more than 10 percent 
above the appraisal value as determined by the Corps of Engineers or 
the Bureau of Yards and Docks. 

Senator CHavez. What isthe matter with that ? 

Mr. Peart. In the first place, Mr. Chairman, section 2663 of tith 
X of the United States Code says that the Secretary may accept to pur 
chase land whenever the landowner makes what the Secretary con- 
siders to be a reasonable offer. 

The yardstick for reasonableness is determined by appraisals and 
there is no limitation in this section as to any percentage, and, as # 
matter of fact, we do not think that in the ordinary case we should pay 
any appreciable amount over the appraisal. 

As a matter of practice in the Department of Defense we try to pay 
what we consider to be the market value. Our appraisals are made in 
accordance with criteria determined by the courts for just compensa- 
tion and we do not want to pay more, neither do we want to pay less 
than what is the market value of the property. 
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APPRAISAL POLICY 


Senator Cuavez. Your appraisals, as a general rule, are taken from 
personnel in the surrounding area; is that correct 4 

Mr. Pearw. Yes, sir, 

Senator CHAVEZ. Who know land values, as such? 

Mr. Peart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Then you want the discretion to leave it to your 


judgment as to what percentage you should go over the appraisal ? 
Mr. Peary. Yes, sir. 


Senator Cuavez. Isthat your point ? 

Mr. Pearw. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Why do you want that discretion? Why not 
limit it to 10 percent ? 

Mr. Prarv. In the first place, it may well be that there should be 
such a limitation in general law, but if there is, then we feel it should be 
arrived at after a review of all land-acquisition procedures and to be 
a part of general law and not merely applicable to military projects 
and certainly not applicable only to those projects funded out of this 
particular act. 

It may well be that we will be acquiring property from the same 
owner under 2 different acts at 1 base and be operating under 2 dif- 
ferent sets of rules and regulations. 

In addition to that, the Corps of Engineers, for example, acquires 
land for civil-works projects, as they are called. 


CONDEMNATION PROCEEDINGS 


Senator Brincrs. Do you not always have the power of condemna- 
tion on all these properties / 

Mr. Peart. In cases where we cannot arrive at a direct purchase we 
do goto condemnation. 

Senator Bripces. So you always have that protection ? 

Mr. Peart. Yes, sir; but there you can put your finger right on one 
of the big problems, in that, for example, most cases, the majority of 
cases where we have settled on direct purchase above our appraised 
value, have involved cases under $1,000. Where, for example, we have 
a $250 appraisal and the owner wants $300, under this limitation we 
would not be able to pay it, and he would have to go into condemnation 
in order to get it. 

Senator Brinces. Is there not some way of putting a limitation on 
this bill giving you practically an unlimited ceiling? 

Mr. Peart. Well, we have this. 

Senator Brinces. There would be no question about a thousand 
dollars as far as I am concerned, but I do not know as I want to give 
the right to go unlimited above 10 percent on any money. 


POSSIBLE INCREASE IN CONDEMNATION CASES 


Mr. Peart. Of course, the Department of Justice also has a problem 
here and they have taken the position that, unless the Secretaries, not 
only the military departments but in all the agencies, have unhampered 
discretion, it would increase the number of cases going to condemna- 
tion, thereby increasing their load as well, but for our own objectives 
we felt and the Department has reported favorably recently on a bill 
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on which the Bureau of the Budget just cleared our report on Satur- 
day, as a matter of fact, indicating to the House that we favor the 
establishment of a Commission to study all land acquisition procedures 
and the adequacy of compensation. 

Senator Cuavez. I think you should for the reason that on another 
appropriation bill that we had we got this information from the 
Senator from the individual State: That an agency acquired some 
land around Atlanta, Ga., for some $200,000. Then they disposed of 
it for a song. Then the same agency is buying back the same land 
for better than $500,000. 

That is the reason we are so concerned about a limitation. 

a Mr. Peart. We feel that this whole problem should be looked into. 
There are several bills pending, as I am sure you know. 

Senator Cuavez. But the only thing they understand is the money 
end of it. end 

Mr. Peart. That is correct. 

Senator Brinces. Is there any limit to what you want? Now you 
propose the appraised value plus 10 percent; is that right? 

Senator Cnavez. The way the bill reads. 

Mr. Peart. The way the bill reads now it is the appraisal value 
plus 10 percent and the Secretaries of the Departments would be 
forced to accept this appraised value and they could only go up 10 
percent above that. 

We say that in the first place it would create terrific burdens for 
us and have to limit it to this one act alone. 

We think that since our discretion in the Departments has not been 
abused in this particular regard, there is no reason to put this restraint 
on us at the present time and that the Secretaries should be given the 
opportunity of avoiding condemnation in any case where there are 
indications why a greater percentage than 10 percent should be paid. 

Senator Cuavez. You could still go to condemnation even if you 
put that limitation in there; could you not ? 


; 
| 
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CONDEMNATION COSTS 


Mr. Praru. Yes, sir; we can. A recent survey, for example, of our 
Corps of Engineers activities, indicated that it costs us $400 per tract 
more for every case that we put in condemnation over and above what 
it costs us when we acquire the same tract of land by direct purchase. 
This is exclusive of the costs of the Department of Justice and 
exclusive of the timelag to get the case finally adjucated. 

Senator Bripces. Can you say what percentage of these cases are 
under a thousand dollars ? 

Mr. Pearu. The vast majority of them are. Of those cases that we 
had that went through the Office of Chief of Engineers during 1957 
we had 40 cases out of approximately 8,000 tracts that were acquired. 
We had less than 1 percent of the cases that were approved for acqui- 
sition by direct purchase at above the appraisal value. 

The majority of them were over 10 percent above because they 
involved amounts under $1,000; of the 40 cases, over 20 were under 
$1,000. 

Senator Youne. Do you have your own appraisers, or do you use 
private appraisers ? 
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Mr. Pear... Both. It is the policy of both the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Yards and Docks to obtain wherever possible 2 


appraisals in each case, preferably at least 1 of them by a private 
contractor who is familiar in the locality. 


ACQUISITION OF LAND FOR GARRISON RESERVOIR 


Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, in the acquisition of the Garrison 
Reservoir, which is about 450,000 acres, when the case went to court 
for condemnation, I think they averaged about 40 percent more than 
the appraisers offered. I mean this is what the Government finally 
had to pay. I think in some cases it was a question of not very good 
judgment on the part of some of the appraisers. 

Senator Haypen. I was under the impression, Mr. Chairman, that 
generally when a case went to court in a condemnation that it did 
cost us more than the appraised price. 

Senator Youna. That is the best way of establishing a true value of 
property. I donot know a better way. 

Senator Haypen. In other words, juries are inclined to be more 
liberal than appraisers. 

Senator Bripces. Who in the Defense Department would have the 
final say ? 

Mr. Peart. The Secretary of the military department concerned ; 
yes, sir. 

Senator Brinces. So you are acting for all services? 

Mr. Peart. Yes; I am speaking for the Department of Defense. 
The Corps of Engineers, 1 might point out, handles the land and 
acquisition for Army, military, and Air Force as well as the Atomic 
Energy Commission and water resource development projects that 
are under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Army and, of course, 
the Atomic Energy Commission projects and the so-called civil works 
or reservoir projects would not be affected by this bill at all and this 
bill would only affect those of the military that are funded out of 
this particular act. 

I know from my own experience in the field that we acquire a piece 
of one project this year under one authorization appropriation and 
we come in the next year and we take another bite of the same owner's 
land and, as a practical matter, we are working simultaneously, even 
though they are under different funding plans and different authori- 
zations. 

We have a very difficult job to explain to that owner that the law 
is different for the acquisition of his land for the taxi apron than it is 
for the extension of the runway. 


PRESENT LAND ACQUISITION PRACTICE 


Senator Young. Under the present law, can you offer any amount 
that you want to, over and above the appraisal ? 

Mr. Pear. Theoretically, yes, sir. Under the present law the law 
says that the Secretary must determine that the offer of the owner Is 
reasonable. The yardstick for reasonableness has been established 
by the Secretaries to be appraisals prepared in accordance with 
criteria established by the courts. 

However, in given cases, particularly these cases under $1,000 and 
actually it would go up to under $4,000, the Secretary can take into 
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consideration many other things and the technical value of the land 
alone would not be determinative because, if the offer is reasonable, he 
would still be allowed under this section to accept it. 

As I say, we have been running about 1 percent of our cases in the 
Corps of Engineers that are in this category. 

The Navy has been acquiring more cases in condemnation than 
they have by direct purchase, but they are in the period of transition 
to try to acquire more land by negotiation rather than by condemna- 
tion. 

We feel that we are better off if we can do it by direct purchase and 
it helps everybody. It helps the project. It helps the people. It 
gets the money into their hands. They are settled up. They are fin- 
ished. They can move away wherever they are going without having 
the court case hanging over their heads w aiting for it to be disposed 
of anywhere from 2 "2 to 3 years later in the condition of the present 

ralendars. 


SECTION 612 
(See p. 428) 


Senator Haypen. I am fearful that if this section is enacted into 
law it would have the effect of forcing a great number of landowners 
into the courts to seek fair and just compensation for their lands that 
the Government requires for defense purposes. 

I asked Assistant Attorney General Perry Morton, who has the re- 
sponsibility of representing the Government in condemnation cases, to 


give me his views on this provision. I would like to have included 
in the record my letter to him and his reply. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 

Avaust 2, 1958. 
Hon. Perry Morton, 
Assistant Attorney General, 
Department of Justice, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. ATTORNEY GENERAL: I have just reviewed the military construc- 
tion appropriation bill for fiscal year 1959 (H. R. 13489), and I am concerned 
with the provisions of section 612 of the bill. This section reads as follows: 

“Sec. 612. No part of the funds provided in this Act shall be used for pur- 
chase of land or land easements in excess of 110 per centum of the value as de- 
termined by the Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of Yards and Docks, except 
where there is a determination of value by a Federal court.” 

It seems to me that this provision, if enacted, would substantially increase the 
number of instances where the Government will have to acquire land by con- 
demnation proceedings. 

Inasmuch as you are responsible for acquiring all lands through condemna- 
tion process, I would like to have the benefit of your views on this provision. 

The committee will be considering this matter early next week, and I would 
appreciate a reply as soon as possible. 

Yours very sincerely, 
, Chairman. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, August 4, 1958. 


Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States, Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: This refers to your letter of August 2, 1958, requesting my 
comments on section 612 of H. R. 13489, 85th Congress, 2d session, a bill making 
appropriations for military construction for the Department of Defense for the 
fiscal year 1959. This section provides : 
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“No part of the funds provided in this Act shall be used for purchase of land 
or land easements in excess of 110 per centum.of.the value as determined by the 
Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of Yards and Docks, except where there is a 
determination of value by a Federal court.” 

In the shortness of the available time before your committee will be considering 
the bill, my comments must necessarily be somewhat less fully developed than 
1 would prefer. There are at least two interrelated grounds upon which I 
consider the mentioned section highly objectionable : 

First: It seems perfectly obvious to me that as a practical matter this pro- 
vision would operate to cast an inordinate volume of new condemnation cases 
upon the already overburdened court system. At a time when a primary focus 
of national attention is upon finding solutions for the problems of backlog in 
the courts, both Federal and State, I would view with great disfavor any action 
which would serve to aggravate the problems by increasing their dimensions. 
As it is, there are condemnation proceedings pending in the Federal courts today 
affecting more than 27,000 individual tracts of land for authorized acquisitions 
by all agencies and departments of the Federal Government. And more than half 
of the total is for the use of the Defense Establishments. I can fully appreciate 
the desires of the Congress (and I think the Defense Department would share 
this view) to devise some plan which would serve, practically, to keep preliminary 
estimates in closer step with ultimate costs of land acquisition, if it can be done. 
The same would be true of any other costs of Federal projects or programs. But 
it seems clear to me that the mentioned section, if enacted, not only would 
not solve that problem as a practical matter, but would create other and even 
more disturbing problems. 

Speaking now beyond the problem of court congestion as such, it seems to me 
(and it is the view of the Department of Justice) that in the nature of things 
condemnation proceedings should be used only as what might be called a last 
resort. Such proceedings are unpleasant business no matter how fairly and 
efficiently conducted. Under the provision in question, the involuntarily affected 
citizen would have no choice but to go to court for a determination of the com- 
pensation due him for land taken unless he is willing to have the price ham- 
mered down to a figure not more than 10 percent above an agency’s valuation. 
In the larger brackets, the injustice of this or any other arbitrary limit on vol- 
untary negotiations would be in inversely diminishing proportions. But in the 
smaller brackets it could manifestly result in downright hardship and unfairness. 

In the fiscal year 1956 the Department of Justice received requests from all 
agencies of the Government relating to the acquisition of a total of 19,706 tracts 
of land. Of this total, 7.587 tracts had been purchased by the agencies through 
voluntary negotiation, where the sole function of the Department of Justice was 
to approve the titles. But the remaining 12,119 were placed in condemnation. 
The adverse effects of that disproportionately large percentage of new con- 
demnation cases will be felt in the Federal court system, and in this Department, 
for a long time to come. In the fiscal year 1957 I was, therefore, especially grati- 
fied to find that the trend had been reversed. In fiscal 1957, the new references to 
this Department, from all agencies, involved a total of 16,971 tracts, of which 
only 7,487 had to be placed in condemnation, and the remaining 9,534 had been 
purchased by the agencies in voluntary negotiation with the affected landowners, 
who were thereby spared the necessity of unwanted and expensive court proceed- 
ings. It would thus be a most unwelcome and undesirable turn of events if the 
Congress, by any such arbitrary formula as the one under consideration, should 
now encourage, in practical effect, the resort to court proceedings which in large 
numbers could and should be avoided by reasonable and realistic negotiations 
between the landowners and their Government. 

Now, my second principal objection, briefly stated, simply translates the first 
objection into terms of cost as distinguished from justice: I state to you my 
firm opinion, based upon 5 years of experience in charge of the Lands Division 
of the Department of Justice, that it costs more to acquire land by condemna- 
tion than by negotiation, when all costs are considered. While this would seem 
to be almost axiomatic, I will support the conclusion by 1 or 2 of the several pos- 
sible demonstrations. In relation to the provision under consideration the most 
obvious is this: A very substantial percentage of the total number of land aecqui- 
kitions consists of what may be generally described as low-value tracts. Sup- 
pose, not untypically, that the Corps or the Bureau may have a staff anvpraisal 
valuing a particular tract at $500. That would mean that condemnation would 
he the inevitable result unless the landowner would be willing to accept $550. 
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But in the event of condemnation the additional costs to the Government (to say 
nothing of the landowner) can easily run to nearly that much again when you 
consider the expenses of a probable additional independent appraisal, the time 
of the court system and this Department, the fees of expert witnesses, and the 
interest on any deficiency judgment. And this allows nothing for the trial risk 
of a still larger award against the Government. 

The second demonstration is not quite so simple. Initially, it should be stated 
that in the usual case the estimated compensation deposited in court under the 
Declaration of Taking Act is approximately equal to one of the staff appraisals 
of the acquiring agency. Presumably, this would be the figure 110 percent of 
which would be the maximum the agency could pay in voluntary negotiation, 
without court proceedings, under the provision in question. The average daily 
balance of condemnation funds in the court registries is currently running in 
the order of $50 million. That is not drawing interest under the Declaration of 
Taking Act. Neither are we able to make a separate reckoning of interest on 
the substantial percentage of cases settled after they are placed in condemnation, 
since the typical settlement is on an “inclusive of interest” basis. Now, with 
that said, in the fiscal year 1956 (all agencies) the interest cost on deficiency 
judgments in cases closed other than by settlement amounted to $3,310 for each 
working day. And in the fiscal year 1957 the corresponding figure was $2,376 
for each working day. The perfectly obvious conclusion is that the trial of 
condemnation cases almost invariably results in awards which are on the aver- 
age substantially in excess of the agencies’ valuations. These are admittedly 
unpleasant facts. But they are facts. And I am merely suggesting that in my 
judgment it would be most unfortunate if Congress would contribute to the piling 
up of these unhappy results, as I am confident it would be doing by the passage 
of any such provision as the one in question. 

Wholly, aside from the foregoing substantive objections, it occurs to me that 
the provision is capable of an interpreation which would deny to the Attorney 
General (that is, the authorized officers of this Department) the present clear 
clear authority to settle condemnation cases, once they are referred to this Depart- 
ment, unless the settlements conformed to the 110 percent formula. I am confi- 
dent that no such result is intended. But it would be possible to argue that 
“determination of value by a Federal court” would necessitate a full trial of the 
compensation issue and not merely a stipulated judgment. If, in any event, such 
a provision as this should be enacted it seems clear that it should be amended to 
provide that nothing in the section should be construed as affecting the author- 
ity of the Attorney General to settle condemnation cases. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it shares in the views herein expressed 
on behalf of the Department of Justice. 

With kind personal regards, 

Sincerely, 


Perry W. Morton, 
Assistant Attorney General, Lands Diwision. 


AMENDMENT TO SECTION 606 OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATION ACT 


Senator Cuavez. Mr. Lanman, more language ? 

Mr. Lanman. Mr. Chairman, the Department of Defense requested 
this of your committee by letter signed by Mr. Quarles Saturday, 
August 9, 1958. 

This letter relates to a problem arising out of the limitation con- 
tained in section 606 of the Defense Appropriation Act of 1959 just 
recently passed, the limitation on average cost of education of depend- 
ent children overseas. 

As you know, there was recent civilian pay legislation increasing 
the pay of all civilian employees, which include the teachers in Depart- 
ment of Defense schools. 

No action had been taken by the Department of Defense during the 
course of your consideration of the Defense Appropriation Act to 
take this into account since the May increase law was enacted almost 
concurrently with the enactment of the appropriation act. There- 
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fore, the Secretary has now requested the addition to this bill, the 
bill now under consideration, of a new section which would have the 
effect of amending section 606 of the Defense Appropriation Act of 
1959 to raise the limitation on the average cost of education of children 
overseas from $245 per annum to $265 per annum. Mr. Sompayrac, 


of the Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower and Per- 
sonnel, who will make the justification. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. May I ask a question ? 

Senator Cuavez. Yes. 

Senator Savronstauu. I would like the chairman of the committee 
to hear this question, too, 

Senator Hayden, I would like to ask this question in your presence. 

Should not this request be put in the supplemental bill which is 
still before us where the military have some items, rather than to mix 
it up in a strictly construction appropriation bill? 

Senator Cuavez. Appropriation bill? 

Senator SatronstaLL. Appropriation bill. 

Senator Cuavez. After he got through I was going to ask Senator 
Stennis here, who belongs to the Armed Services Committee, about 
the proposition of there being legislation in this bill. Possibly it 
could be included in a supplemental. 

Mr. Lanman. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe it could be consid- 
ered as a legislative matter since this is a limitation which the Ap- 
propriations Committee itself has imposed on the Department in the 
course of the last 5 or 6 years. 

Of course, it is completely within the discretion of the committee 
with respect to which legislative vehicle might be used to accomplish 
this amendment. 

Mr. Somparrac, as I say, is prepared to tell you some of the effects 
in the event we do not get this relief. 

Senator Cuavez. Go ahead. 


OPERATION OF SCHOOLS IN FOREIGN AREAS 


Mr. Sompayrac. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, in the foreign areas 
the Department of Defense operates about 218 elementary schools, and 
74 secondary schools. 

In these schools we have over 100,000 pupils who are dependents of 
Department of Defense personnel stationed overseas. — 

There are approximately 3,900 teachers and administrative person- 
nel who do operate the schools. 

Senator Stennis. How many? 

Mr. Sompayrac. Approximately 3,900. 

In the operation of the schools about 85 percent of the total cost 
is spent for salaries of teachers and the administrative personnel. 
This 85 percent of the total cost increased by 10 percent results in the 
requested increase of an additional $20 per pupil for the operation of 
the schools. 

The increase is solely attributable to the pay increase that was 
granted to Classification Act employees. 

Senator Satronstatu. Are you through, sir? 

Mr. Sompayrac. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTonsTALL. I would like to make this motion, Mr. Chair- 
man: that this item which obviously is of importance be considered 
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in the supplemental bill and that the testimony herewith offered 
be included in the side slips for the consideration of the full commit- 
tee when it considers the supplemental] bill at its next session. 

The defense matters in the supplemental have not yet been taken up 
by the full committee so that it is perfectly practical to put this in 
at that time and not to, if I may use a New England expression, muddy 
up this bill with an item of this character. 

Senator CHavez. Senator Stennis. 

Senator Srennis. How did it get into this bill? 

Mr. Lanman. It is not in there yet. We just realized, because the 
civilian-pay bill was so late in being enacted, that we had this problem. 
So far as Senator Saltonstall’s suggestion is concerned, certainly if 
the committee thinks that it is better, we would welcome consideration 
in connection with supplemental. 

The timing was unfortunate in connection with the passage of the 
civilian-pay-raise legislation. 

Senator Srennis. I support the Senator’s motion. 

Senator CHavez. Are there any objections to the Senator’s motion ? 

It is carried. 

The record will be submitted to the full committee that is consider- 
ing the supplemental appropriation. 


CLARK AIR Force BASE, PHILIPPINES HOSPITAL 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS M. FORSTER, M. D., PROFESSOR OF NEU- 
ROLOGY, GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF MEDICINE 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator CHavez. You may proceed. 

Dr. Forster. I am Dr. Francis M. Forster, professor of neurology 
at Georgetown University School of Medicine. I am appearing before 
you in regard to the appropriation for a new hospital at Clark Air 
Base in the Philippines. I am appearing as a private citizen and as 
a physician who is interested in the United States Air Force Medical 
Corps. 

The Clark Air Base Hospital, which I had the privilege of visiting 
10 days ago, is the chief hospital; in fact, it is the only hospital in 
the 13th Air Force. It serves the military personnel of the 13th 
Air Force, the military aid and assistance group personnel throughout 
southeast Asia and the diplomatic personnel from Taipei, Formosa, to 
Delhi, India. In addition to that, it serves as a symbol of American 
military medicine to the Philippine physicians and people. The 
Filipinos, as you know, have long come to look upon us as leaders in 
medicine as well as in democracy and freedom. 

Gentlemen, this hospital is a dilapidated, antiquated, cantonment 
hospital of wood construction which is termite-infected. As a matter 
of fact, it is almost necessary to replace the hospital every 2 years 
with hard Philippine woods. . 

I happened to be in the administration section of the hospital 
when the workmen tore out a section of a wall and the wood that had 
been placed there 2 years before was now the consistency of a good 
soda cracker. 
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It is unthinkable that our military personnel can be properly 
treated in a hospital of this type. It is ‘impossible to keep it properly 
sterilized or to maintain adequate air conditioning with walls that 
are as thin as this and air conditioning is necessary, I can assure you, 
for the comfort and well-being of the patients in the tropical climate 
of the Philippines. 

HOUSE ACTION 


I understand that in the House Appropriations Committee the 
appropriation for the hospital was deleted from the bill on the basis 
that there is a new Veterans’ Administration hospital in Manila. 
This is quite true, except there are two reasons why this veterans’ 
hospital is not suitable. 

The first is that it has alredy been given to the Government for the 
care of veterans, and the second is that it is at least 2 hour’s s journey 
from the hospital. 


Now I ask you, can a patient who has just been saved from a 
plane crash and with body burns, be transported 2 hours over Manila 
roads, through the heavy traffic of carts and trucks and jeeps and 
miscellaneous vehicles that clog the roads, or can the diplomatic per- 
sonnel who are being tre ated for acute coronary insufficiency be 
carried for 2 hours over roads such as this after they have been air- 
evacuated to Manila? 

In view of the great responsibilities of the Clark Airbase Hospital 
for our own military personnel and for the diplomatic service and 
the MAAG personnel as well as for the prestige value to our allies, 
and in view of the unsatisfactory physical plant at the present hos- 
pital and the impossibility of using other hospitals in the Manila 
area, I respectfully request that you gentlemen consider replacing in 
the Appropriations Act the item for the construction of the new 
hospital at the Clark Airbase in Manila. 

I would like to extend these remarks briefly, sir. I am much im- 
pressed by the quality of your medical personne] in the Air Force. 
[. was on tour for the Surgeon General as a civilian consultant. I 
was flying back to Tachi from Korea where I had gone to see some 
of your injured. I was flying back in a C47. 


NEED FOR HOSPITAL 


While we were en route word came through that a C-47, a sister 
ship of the one I was on, had dumped into a rice patch. All were 
killed except the navigator. The navigator was carried to Tachikawa. 
I saw him in consultation. He had severe body burns, multiple frac- 
tures, had broken his back, and was partially paralyzed below the 
waist. 

If this had happened in the Philippines and he had been transported 
for 2 hours, I do not think he would have lived and I think he would 
have been completely paralyzed. 

I know that this is an unusual situation. I know that the crew 
of the C-47 which I was aboard were crew mates of the other crew 
and one said, “Thank God it happened at Tachi because if he can ever 
get well he will get well in one of our hospitals.” 


I do think this is a cogent appeal not only for Clark Hospital but 
for similar hospitals. 
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That could have been my C-47 or if you were touring the Far East 
to see what a grand job the Air Force is doing you could have been 
aboard that plane. 

Senator Cuavez. We have had some very, very strong testimony 
heretofore in behalf of the item that you are now discussing. 

Your statement will certainly be considered with the strong testi- 
mony that was made heretofore. 

Thank you. 

Dr. Forster. Thank you. 


NATIONAL GUARD CONSTRUCTION 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. MARK H. GALUSHA, EXECUTIVE ASSIST- 
ANT, NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Cuavez. General Galusha of the National Guard. 

General GatusHa. Mr. Chairman, I have a very brief statement. 
I think I can read that rather quickly. I think that will be the most 
prompt way to do it. 

Iam Brig. Gen. Mark H. Galusha, and I am the executive assistant 
to Maj. Gen. William H. Harrison, the president of the National 
Guard Association of the United States. Unfortunately, General 
Harrison is just completing his period of field training and is unable 
to be here today. He is, however, familiar with the statement I shall 
make, and it is the same statement he would make, if present. 

On behalf of our association, I am grateful for this opportunity to 
appear in connection with construction appropriations for the Army 
National Guard and Air National Guard. For the sake of clarity, I 


will discuss the construction requirements of each component sepa- 
rately. 


ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 


You will perhaps recall, Mr. Chairman, that the situation with re- 
spect to armory and nonarmory construction for the Army National 
Guard was discussed briefly at the time we appeared before your com- 
mittee pertaining to the regular appropriations for the support of the 
National Guard. Heretofore it has been the practice to include funds 
for such construction within the regular Department of the Army 
appropriations under the heading “Military Construction, Army Re- 
serve Forces.” Authorization for such construction has been provided 
in the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, as amended, in lump- 
sum monetary allotments, applicable to the Reserve components of 
all military services. However, because this monetary authorization 
had been consumed, it has been necessary to provide additional au- 
thorization. 

The Congress enacted H. R. 13015 within the past few days which 
provides this authorization. However, in place of the lump-sum au- 
thorization heretofore provided, it is on an individual project line- 
item basis. All authorized Reserve construction for the Reserve com- 
ponents appears in title VI of H. R. 13015, with the individual armory 
and nonarmory projects for the Army National Guard listed in sec- 
tion 603 (3) of that bill. 
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For armories, the amounts indicated are the Federal Government’s 
share, which, under the terms of the National Defense Facilities Act, 
as amended, cannot exceed 75 percent of the cost of construction, ex- 
cluding the land, which is furnished by the State. Experience fig- 
ures, since this joint Federal-State venture started in 1950 show the 
average proportion of construction costs to be approximately 60 per- 
cent Federal and 40 percent State. Nonarmory construction provides 
those facilities required to maintain and house the large and heavy 
Federal equipment which cannot be accomplished in armories, and is 
funded 100 percent Federal. 

The States, while procuring the land, and expending nearly as much 
as the Federal Government for armories have always been ahead in 
providing appropriations. While the Congress has provided liberal 
appropriations for armories, the executive agencies involved have al- 
ways delayed the expenditure of these funds, with resultant substan- 
tial carryovers, which is then used to decrease appropriations for the 
coming year. 

STATE FUNDS AVAILABLE 


We are advised by the National Guard Bureau there is appropriated 
and unobligated in the several States over $30 million as their share 
toward the construction of National Guard armories. In other words, 
the States are ready to proceed with their share of construction costs 
on over twice the number of armories authorized in H. R. 13015. 

There is, we are advised, a carryover of over $13 million in Federal 
armory construction funds. This carryover is the result of expendi- 
ture ceilings and the withholding of funds from approved armo 
projects, with which the States have been ready and anxious to proceed. 
None of the armory or nonarmory projects listed in H. R. 13015, 
the authorization bill, are scheduled to be constructed with these 
‘arryover funds. The 142 armory and 17 nonarmory projects listed 
in H. R. 13015, was furnished to the Armed Services Committees by 
the National Guard Bureau, as the projects next in priority as sub- 
mitted by the States, following the projects to be constructed with 
carryover funds. 

We are not in a position to have knowledge of all the projects listed. 
We do know that there remains a requirement for nearly 700 new or 
rehabilitated Army National Guard armories. It seems logical that 
the States would appropriate their funds and request Federal funds 
for those armories most urgently needed. I am sure that members of 
the committee will recognize the need for the armories listed within 
their own State. 

In the appropriation bill before you as it comes from the House, 
there are no funds for construction for the Army National Guard. 
Since the House acted on this appropriation bill, the Congress has 
authorized those armory and nonarmory projects listed m H. R. 
13015. The matching funds are on hand in the States and Territories. 
It is only the National Guard program, where any agency other than 
the Federal Government contributes to the maintenance and housing 
of a Federal Reserve Force, which means the return to the Federal 
Government on every dollar expended in support of the Army National 
Guard construction is greater than in any other component. 

Mr. Chairman, we earnestly recommend that this committee approve 
the appropriation of $20 million for armories and $3 million for non- 
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armory projects, to allow those projects for the Army National Guard 
listed in H. R. 13015 to proceed. 

Senator Savronsratyt. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question before 
the witness takes up the Air National Guard? 

Senator Cuavez. Yes. 

Senator Sarronsrati. General Galusha, do I understand that there 
are projects listed for the carryover of $13 million in Federal armory 
construction funds? Isthat correct / 

General GaLusua. Yes, sir. They do not appear in this list that is 
in the authorization. 


REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDS 


Senator SauronsTaLy. So that, you are asking $20 million for 
armory projects, $3 million for nonarmory projects to start on the 142 
armory and 17 nonarmory projects listed in H. R. 13015 that are not 
in these carryover funds ¢ 

General GaLusua. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Satronstau. Is this $23 million in the President’s budget ? 

General GaLtusHa. No,sir. 

Senator SavronsraLti. Was that put in by the House? 

General Gatusna, It was authorized by the House in the conference 
by the House Armed Services Committee but there is no money in the 
House bill. 

Senator Satronsraui. So that those projects are authorized as proj- 
ects in the budget request ? 

General GaLusHa. That is correct. 

Senator SartonsraLy. Now you are asking for money to fund those 
projects? 

General Gatusua. That is correct. 


CARRYOVER FUNDS 


Senator Savronsratt. You have enough carryover funds to take 

care of everything that is in the authorization bill ? 

General GanusHa. No; the carryover funds are for projects already 
in the Bureau and not listed in the authorization bill. 

Senator Savronstauy. They are not listed ? 

General GaLusHa. Yes, sir; they are not listed. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So what projects were listed in the authoriza- 
tion bill? 

General Gatusua. They are new projects. They are projects in 
addition to those projects which can be built with the carryover money 
but are additional projects submitted by the States. 

Senator SautonsratL. Those are the 142 armory and 17 nonarmory 
projects ? 

General Gatusua. Yes, sir. 

Senator Sauronsrat.. They are now authorized and you are now 
asking for money for them ? 

General Gavsna. That is correct. 

Senator Savronstaty. Thank you very much. 


AIR NATIONAL GUARD 


General Gatusua. Over the years we have been well satisfied with 
the construction program in support of the Air National Guard. This 
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program has been geared to meet existing requirements, and at the 
same time, suffic ‘iently flexible to meet the changing requirements due 
to equipment conversions to the latest and most modern aircraft. We 
believe that the projects listed in section 603 (2) of H. R. 13015 for 
the Air National Guard will continue this successful and efficient 
program. 

We urge that the funds for these projects be continued. 

Also, included in section 604 (c) of H. R. 13015, are three Air 
National Guard construction projects. These projects were authorized 
for fiscal 1958 and the funds appropriated. However, because of ex- 
penditure ceilings, they were not constructed. While they are now 
authorized they cannot be constructed unless new funds are geet 
priated since Air National Guard construction funds do not carry 
forward beyond a fiscal year. 


We urge the reappropriation of funds to complete these authorized 
Air National Guard projects. 


PR’ PARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Chairman, that completes my statement but, with your per- 
mission, I would like to submit for inclusion in the record a brief 
statement by the executive director of the Reserve Officers Associa- 
tion, which he submitted to me this morning and asked that I give you. 

Senator Cuavez. All right, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CoL, JoHUN T. CARLTON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE RESERVE 
OvriceRS ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. Chairman, it is a privilege to appear before your committee today to urge 
adequate provision for Reserve and National Guard training facilities in the 
appropriation for military construction. 

Our association believes very strongly that the national security is vitally 
dependent upon the maintenance of strong, well-trained, and fully equipped Re- 
serve Forces. And it is obvious that if we are to have such a balanced, prepared, 
and competent Reserve, ready to fill its role in meeting any aggressive challenge 
to our liberties, these units must have facilities. 

The vital role of Reserve officers is exemplified by the situation in our stand- 
ing forces today, where for the past 18 years a majority of these military leaders 
have come from civilian life. If the existence of our standing forces in the 
strength of today isa deterrent to aggression—and there can be no argument on 
this score—then the Nation has to thank those who made the training of these 
capable citizen-military leaders possible. 

If we are to man their posts in the future, an obligation we cannot deny, we 
must have adequate facilities. In this day of rapidly advancing scientific de- 
velopment in the military, it is more important than ever for us as a Nation to 
do everything possible to provide citizen-reservists full training. 

What is being asked in this measure is indeed a small sum, when you consider 
the goal and the stake. Twenty-five million dollars to carry furward a program 
as important as any other part of the military construction plan should not be 
overlooked. 

Throughout the Nation, reservists and Reserve units are training in makeshift 
facilities. The Government is spending many thousands of dollars on leases and 
rentals of temporary quarters which are totally inadequate. We in ROA believe 
the Congress is aware of the need of this program, and wants to see it carried 
forward. We earnestly beseech this committee not to abandon the Reserve 
Forces facilities in final recommendations on H. R. 13489. 


APPROPRIATION ON LINE-ITEM BASIS 


Senator Cuavez. We have had some strong testimony on this item 
heretofore. Iam glad you are here to substantiate it. 
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Senator SavronstaLy. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one other question 
of General Galusha ? 

At the bottom of page 1, you say— 

However, in place of the lump-sum authorization heretofore provided, it is 
on an individual project line-item basis. 

There was some discussion of that question up in the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee as to whether it is required to change that to a line- 
item basis. What is your opinion ¢ 

General GatusirA. Well, the people in the National Guard Bureau 
who have to administer this program feel that it is better on the 
lump-sum basis and not on the individual line-item basis. 

Senator Savronstauy. It was much better on the lump-sum basis 
because there is not then the demand, “if Massachusetts is left out 
why should New Mexico get it,” and vice versa, is that correct ? 

General Gatusna. I would think that would be correct. 

Senator Cuavez. May I say to the members of the committee that 
this gentleman who is before us now was in the Senate of Massachu- 
setts and once was secretary when the Senator was Governor. 

Senator Satronstauti. That is right; and I am glad that the Sena- 
tor from New Mexico apparently and obviously has a high regard 
for him as I do. 

Senator Cuavez. If he belongs to the National Guard, I do. 

General Gatusua. Thank you, sir. 


Sroux Ciry Arrport, lowa 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS E. MARTIN, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF IOWA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Cuavez. Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the oppor- 
tunity to come and appear before you briefly. I appear before you 
in support of an Air Force request for $943,000 for construction of an 
airmen’s dormitory and officers’ quarters in connection with the Tac- 
tical Air Command and SAGE air defense installation at the munic- 
ipal airport at Sioux City, Iowa. 

I can say from personal observation that these housing facilities 
are needed. The facilities now available to men assigned to the Sioux 
City Air Force Base are listed by the Air Force as temporary and 
substandard, of the type they would like to retire from present use and 
then keep on a standby basis for use in event of full mobilization. 

If I were in the Air Force, I certainly would not like to have to 
live in these presently existing barracks quarters. 


HOUSING REQUIREMENTS 


The $943,000 which the Air Force has requested would be sufficient 
to construct new facilities for 400 airmen and 25 officers. The Air 
Force lists its housing requirements there as enough for 1,154 airmen 
and 38 officers. While the $943,000 project would not, of course, meet 
these requirements in full, it would be a major start and would permit 
retirement of a corresponding number of present quarters to a standby 
mobilization status. 
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I might also point out that plans for the airmen’s dormitory contem- 
plate a cost of $1,750 per man while identical structures at several 
other bases have cost as much as $1,850 per man. 

I note this simply to show that the project is not on an extravagant 
basis. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the committee sees fit to approve this item and 
that the Senate will then accept the committee’s recommendation that 
it be approved in the military construction appropriations bill. 

Senator Cuavez. Did the House take any action ? 

Senator Martrtxn. The House did not approve this. 

Senator Cuavez. Has it been budgeted ? 

Senator Marri. It was in the budget, as I recall, and was in the 
request. of the Air Force at the time when it was presented to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House, but I believe it was deleted 
there. 

HOUSE ACTION 


Senator Savronstaty. Mr. Chairman, the House apparently said, 
“The present facilities can remain in use.” That is the reason they 
struck it out. 

Senator Martin. That is the point I wish to stress here; that they 
do have housing there, but it is such that it is not very adequate or 
satisfactory, and can be held on a standby basis for future use in the 
case of an emergency mobilization. The better quality barracks are 
seriously needed. I can say that from personal inspection. 

Senator Cuavez. What type of construction are the present facili- 
ties ¢ 

Senator Marrin. I cannot describe them. I am not a skilled con- 
struction man. 

Senator Cuavez. Are they old? 

Senator Martin. They are old. They were placed there quite a 
long time back. 

Senator Cnavez. Were they of a permanent nature? 

Senator Martin. No; they were temporary to start with. 

Senator Cuavez. Did they come out of the Second World War? 

Senator Martin. Yes. 

Senator Cuavez. Were they a crash project ? 

Senator Marri. Yes. They are still usable, but not what I would 
‘all satisfactory for permanent use. ‘They can be used as standby for 
emergency mobilization, but they are hardly fit for permanent occu- 
pation. 

Senator Cuavez. The committee will consider it, Senator. 

Senator Martin. Thank you very much. I appreciate having the 
opportunity to appear before you. 

Senator CrHavez. Does anyone else want to make a statement ? 

The hearings are closed. 

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a. m., Monday, August 11, 1958, the hearings 
were concluded. ) 














LIST OF WITNESSES 


Page 
Aats, FO, WeORIGI Wi inosine eee ee ed el 141 
Ailes, eet GR: GORE Wg. 2ilciicccuasntinaien ease 251 
PASI TU, SOs Tiles isk enc snssn atest Ss arene ca Segue eeepc Teal chad aa een 141 
Arnone Bie: di TON a i ee en ee ee 251 
MOTION, DONE Tessin Sckcinecicndew nse aonsoema den tee 1 
OROGECE, COON OE TF ain. cenk cannons bbaenandeean eee 1 
SEWED, TOU, Ne Bai Schecter ae eee eee 251 
RORPOEN, TOG GO Re Mesias eee oe 1, 151, 181 
pg a | ee ae ee sein aied cco creat Sai 522 
Clark, Hon. Joseph S__-.-----_--- she cacti greases seca ont otros tee iota 238 
CIT Di Ws Cala rien enced ecncceara eek wala ee 151 
ESI, FRG, SEO Cian rennet nee aig Gee ear oem 521 
UI, - ee; Si ls Biviticiiceiticea teense ae 141 
I: We I Wichita stinssdbiccctanenignaithintarea od igen eneatds Denti eae 148 
kc Ss: Md CN sascndigns ccsindcaicncrianidien pak Satunceestnd se touraenae piace 5 es 249 
OGRA TOON. GUE | Diane cidaecirtneeacmmipmnciendbenaiiionenaae 129 
OPINED | OU pas cab Ses cieninc cep adidas cle Sc Rpaczimie ciate muir astebecud tas tareegeieeeds | 
RE, IE le os iit csi eet cnc eee ieee end area nisms 145 
PS. TE BRM Di OW aiet docs seickcc vcr casein don ge eae ee 287 
RO Tee ea sie ses is ees cna capes nian ania peels ate 1 
SOC, TR es Shh haciietiticiniiencimmndinasanaa eae 251 
I Te aise nvr aceon ease cabana ene eee 525 
i TP TN tio eatietccecccncccnesesnepaidicsancicoetoiecsaosacercienseeeien al 556 
Re is SS Wek eit ccanennuuendsunensana eee 189 
DRE RI. COIN: Dic ti Se cits nce nn eines abana 140 
BT eis I acidic ctctaradodteecdanmrettincetaan aatacelopeeacanel cee 1 
RUT I SOIR s I ini ai is retin cetinoiniaana aaa 189 
Pastore. HOR... JODR: Onn cei nn ne joc sapiahsihisntaptahcsisilin at tgilakartieelmaaeascenceetos ae tee 135 
BP, TO TARR Be cas tities ces aiden cscs cr tains capensis ogee lag eam 
SN COI, BI Bch nit deaced sn coasniaiendoceeniin enhances ted ala aidan 117 
me NIN CII, WRU ai cad icchatcnencnnigdmgsitn nai hnbpmgeie seine oes 251 
SO, TENN: | Gis Sik Minti ticnktinciciicks sels his chen nia celapioaem ae 189 
aR TINO I sist icc a: ascip srein cesarean intra ead ahaa gh tania aaee 1 
SG RO I itn amtainitincs ce inch abtiaabicced edited dibcanaa,alaisiaoihe cpapnanen agen iabegiaeetaeeae 151 
Rs ME Fi intetiensin ccs mene secant sines naoapealiae adap otal deadbeat 251 
EO, TR Te Pe tris icictticiicctn ieee 251 
I TI ase siincinc ss scrciciicnss isa sstbddeaa donk eeatena aiakuatiaa tei aitae 538 
Bee: GHG: TE We ecctetdiditieaeeenabacaunemendeenee 151, 189 
"WMe TRA, BE BI sin etek cscs cncksis cittsnew elegans gaan aiaighd dicdcdeain ds again 151 

















Page 
Departments, projects; listed. by....2o8b kk SEE 10, 18, 19 
Navy, Departueit of, pboweeti. oc. 2.1 a 18, 355 
Adak, Alaska,.famiiy: honing Ot. 126s shoe 265 
Annapolis, Md., United States Naval Academy, dormitory_.__._._-_- 370 
Appropriation, . regmest,. 1GGGr unis NL. Uh 2 
Armstrong, Hon. J. Sinclair, statement of__._...___-_-._-____---_- 251 
Bainbridge, Md., Naval training center__.._.__..__.__.___________ 290 
Butler, Hon. John Marshall, letter from__.._._____-_____-__. 290 
Bethesda Medical Center facilities__._..........2_...._______ 287, 373 
Camp Pendleton, Calif., Marine Corps Base, barracks_._.....-~- 368 
Charleston, S. C.,. leasing’ of: Weclin O66. ak 280 
Connecticut nratetie. 3 oe A a ed ee. 289 
Bash, Hon. Prescott: letter frome: a a ee 2 
New London aubmerine bes@sicice ook ec 289 
Duluth Air Fores instatiatiotwcn2iesu nl el el 272 
Funding programs, composition of, table_____.___._____-____._____ 3 
Great Lakes, Ill., Training Center, Nuclear Power School_-___-_~_ 370 
Harvey Point, N. C., Naval Seaplane Facility____._..__.__._._ 249, 362 
Ervin, Sem..d.,. Jr.,. statemen®: e6ic cio ee ed. 249 
Jordan, Hon. B. Everett, statement of._......---.-_----___ 251 
Housing. Public. Law 48@scc-.cseun. feo suse usuete dg = 259 
Howard County, Md., laboratory and road___._.-__-_-____-__ 369, 374 
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Barracks, Fort Huachuea, Ariz 
Barracks, Fort Leavenworth, Kans 
Barracks, Fort Rucker, Ala 
Barracks, headquarters, mess, Fort Eustis, Va 
Barracks, mess, quarters, ete., 
Barracks, quarters, theater, 
Barracks, United States Military Academy, West Point, N. Y- 
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